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l ORE WO RD 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Since ’ 1972 , the Army Research Institute (ARI) has been active in
r e sear ch  on the  policy, operational problems , and programs of the Army ’s
race relations/equa l opportunity (R R/ EO )  program . In 1973 , in response
to a specific requ i rement of the O f f i c e  of Equal Opportunity Programs of
the Army , Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel (DCSPER) , ARI initiated
the development of a Racial Harmony Training Program for Unit Commanders.

• The purpose of the program was to improve a commander ’s skills and t O —
t e c t  ivenesS iii h an d l i t i q  m u l t  i — e t h n i c  problems in h is/her  u n i t .  T hi s
report , the t h i r d  of t h r e e , covers the research involved in  the Field
Test and Assessment of t hi ’ Commanders ’ T r a i n i n g  Program . Research Prob-
1ern ~R~view .7~~ .19, An Approach to improve the E f f ec t i venes s  of Army Corn-
manders in M u l t i — E t h n i c  Se t t i ngs , ” described the development of the pro-
gra m. Rese,irt ’h P r o b l em Re v iew 7 8 — D O , •iRd cj ci l Harmony Tral n i  nq for
Company CommandeT ’~ : A P r e l i m i n a r y  E va l u a t i o n , ” described the’ preliminary
f i e l d  tes ts  cit t h e  t r 5 t i n i n q  program . The research was conducted under
A rmy Pro ) ec t  .~~~7t i  144A J c i ’  , “Army Contemporary  Issues Development , ” i n
the FY 1976 Work i t  ~~i ram , by the  ARI F i e l d  U n i t  at  Pres idio  of Monterey ,
Ca l i f . ,  t rom June 1975 to  Janua ry  1 )77 . The Army ’ s eq u al oppor t u n i t y
resea rch  p roq ram has been condhlc ted ,it t he Pres id io  of Mont e roy F’ i e 1 d
Un it since 1974.
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EVALUATING RACIAL HARMONY TRAINING FOR ARMY LEADERS

BRIEF

t
~~~f~i./

~ eva ate~the effectiveness of two racial harmony training courses
for unit leaders, one for company commanders and the other for first ser-
geants. Both courses were designed to help unit leaders fulfill their

• responsibilities in the area of race relations and improve the level of
racial harmony within their own units. The commanders ’ course included
a rather traditional race relations curriculum , whereas the first ser—
geants’ course focused on increasing communication within the chain of
command .

• Procedure:

An evaluation experiment was designed to test the effectiveness of
these training programs and measure the impact of these programs on the

• level of racial harmony within the Companies. Forty—five participating
companies were randomly assigned to one of four experimental conditions:
whether or not the commander and the first sergeant had received train-
ing. Surveys were conducted in the participating companies 2 months fol-
lowing the training, among both company leaders and low-ranking enlisted
soldiers from different racial groups. Records relating to the adminis-

• tration of discipline were also collected.

Findings:

At the conclusion of training , first sergeants reacted much more
favorably to the training they had received than the commanders did to
theirs. In contrast, however , the survey data collected 2 months after
training indicated that a modest favorable effect could be attributed
to the commanders ’ training but not to the first sergeants ’ training .
Commanders who had been trained felt that (a) race relations seminars
in their companies were more worthwhile, (b) discipline was better , and
(c) their own racial policies were more favorable , than did commanders
who had not been trained . Apparently the trained commanders had taken
some positive action in the area of race relations , since enlisted sol-

• diers subordinate to the trained commanders expressed the following
positive changes: (a) Trained commanders were more effective in leading
race relations seminars, (b) seminars under trained commanders were more

• worthwhile, Cc) soldiers expressed less hostility to trained commanders ,
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and ~d) so Id IC ’ I expressed greater w i l l i n g n es s  to f o l l o w  t r a ined  lead-
ers i n t o  a dangerous battle zone. Neither t r a i n i n g  program i n f l u e n ce d
the a d m i ni st r a t i o n  of m i l i t a r y  lus t i ce .

Ut i i i  .~.st io n of F i n d i ng s

The Commanders ’ T r a i n i n g  Program h a s  been made av a i l a b l e  t o  a num-
ber of in s t a l l at i on s  upon r equest .  The 4—ho ur module dea l ing  w i t h  corn—
m u ni c at i on s  s k il l s  has been provided to Head quar te r s  ci t  t he  Army Training
and Doct r ine  Command (TRA DOC ) , has been adopted as a part of the 7th
Infantry Division Discussion Leader ’s Course , and has been included in
the Phase I i  c ur r i c u l u m  for  Army Equal O p p o r t u n i t y  program managers  at
R~t ens~ Race Re la t ions  l~~st itut ~~, Pa t rick  Ai r  I”orce’ base , F la .  The
Ch a in —of—Comm and  Ac t ion  P lan  has been requested by and used at a l im i t ed
tiumbe r of i n st a l l a t i o n s , apparen t ly  w i t h  g ood r e s u l t s.

L. - . 5  •~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _  
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EVALUATING RACIAL HARMONY TRAINING FOR ARMY LEADERS

INTRODUCTION

the late 1960’ s and ear ly lt) 70 ’ s , the U . S .  Army , along wi th  the
c iv i l i an  sector , experienced increased ‘ac i a l  conf ron ta t ion . In 1971 ,
the Army es tabl ished an extensive race relations training program in
response t o .t h e  social climate of the t imes.  This  race re la t ions  train-
ing program has continued , and at present there is a requirement through-
out a l l  Army i n s t a l l a t ions  tha t  soldiers in a given company attend monthly
race relations seminars to meet the objectives of this training program.
(A company is a basic unit of Army organization consisting of approxi-
mately 200 soldiers who work together.)

This massive race relat ions education and training program was an
almost unprecedented effort by a large institution to address , through
education and training programs, serious racial problems that have ex-
isted for centuries. In many ways this effort has been pioneering , and
the Army has had to adopt a “learn by doing ,’~ bootstrap approach to ef-
fective training . Since there was little information about the most ef-
fective methods in race relations training, the Army had to develop a
training program based in part on intuition and trial and err or, which
has not always resulted in high-quality training. Most company command-
ers themselves have received very little race relations training , but
they nonetheless are responsible for implementing the training program
within their own units. This situation—-in which the person responsible
for implementing the training has had little training himself--can have
an obvious deleterious effect on the quality and frequency of training.

Since 1975, company commanders have been responsible for imple-
menting the race relations training program in their own companies. A
recent evaluation of the current Racial Attitudes and Perceptions (RAP)
training program revealed that less than half the companies actually
conduct monthly race relations seminars , and of the companies that do,
many discuss miscellaneous complaints besides racial issues at RAP semi-
nars. In practice , only low-ranking enlisted soldiers attend race re-
lat ion~ seminars , while officers and noncommissioned officers (NCOs )
avoid attendance (Hiett & Nordlie , 1976)

Different approaches to training company leaders have been ex-
plored , in an attempt to improve training quality as well as to improve
the level of racial harmony in the companies. A racial harmony train-
ing program was developed for company commanders , and a different train-
ing program for first sergeants. (A first sergeant is the senior NCO
in a company , responsible for administration and assisting the commander
in implement ing policies .)

— ~~_ ~~~ - - - •—~~~~~~~~~ •— _~~~~~~~~—- -~~~~~~ --  ~~~~~~—S-_  - 
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Different approaches were used in developing the commanders ’ and
first sergeants ’ training programs. The purpose of thir paper is to
describe the development , similarity, ~~~ differences of both the com-
manders ’ and first sergeants ’ training programs. An evaluation experi—
ment is described in which the effectiveness of the two training pro-
grams were tested . The effectiveness of each tiaininq program is then
compared .

Racial Harmony Traininuj for Commanders

The original racial harmony training program for company commanders
was developed in 1973 (Thomas , McNeill , & Laszlo , 1978). To assist with
the curriculum development , 42 company commanders and 104 enlisted sol—
diers were interviewed at six sites within the continental United States
and overseas, in order to obtain relevant material for the commanders ’
curriculum and insure that the curriculum addressed important race rela-
tions issues in the Army setting . After the 36-hour curriculum was de-
veloped , it was presented four times to classes totaling 36 company com-
manders at two posts in the southern United States. Two teaching
approaches were used : (a) a rational presentation of facts and evidence ,
and (b) a nondirective approach based more on listening and suggestion
than a direct presentation of information. In this preliminary work ,
neither teaching approach seemed clearly superior with all commanders
and all curriculum topic areas, so that with further presentations train-
ers used the approach that seemed most effective in a given situation .

The pretraining interviews with commanders and enlisted men , and
field trials of the curriculum with company grade officers , revealed
several individual and organizational constraints reducing involvement
of officers with race relations,’equal opportunity ( RR/E0) efforts. The
content and instructional methods of the training course represented P
attempts to deal with some of these constraints , including these:

1. Underest imation of the frequency of discrimination,

2.  A t t r i b u t i n g  di,scr iminat ion p r imar i ly  to c ivi l ians,

3. Explaining racial conflict as a product of minority group
deviance ,

4 .  Perceiving mo}e cost than benef i t  for involvement in P.R/EQ
e f f o rt s , and

5. Interpreting RR/EO efforts as counter to Army norms necessary
on maintenance of discipline .

2
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The original 36—hour commanders ’ curriculum was next modified in
the following ways :

1. The curriculum was reduced from 36 to 20 hours so that com-
manders would not need to spend so much time away from their
Units;

2. The practical exercises in the course were modified to make
them more accurately reflect the realities of Army life in
the u n i t ;  and

3. A 4-hour block of instruction was added to the curriculum
designed to teach commanders techniques for leading small group
discussions . This block of instruction was added to assist
commanders in handling race relations (RAP) seminars in their
own companies.

These modifications produced a 24-hour (3—day) workshop (Laszlo , McNeill,
& Thomas , 1978) .

In the final 3—day workshop , topics of instruction included the
following :

1. Ethnic minority history covering Black Americans , Chicanos ,
and Puerto Ricans;

2. The commander ’s role in his company in working to improve race
relations;

3. Guidelines to commanders for improving relations between mets—
hers of major i ty  and minori ty  groups ;

4. Interpersonal “games” played in an Army context;

5. Institutional discrimination ;

6. Prejudice and stereotypes;

7. Role expectations blacks and whites have historically had for
each other ;

8. Identification of racial tension in companies and techniques
for alleviating it; and

9. Techniques for leading small gr oup discussions to assist corn—
manders in handling RAP seminars in their own companies.

The course outline listing each of the topics covered for the command-
ers ’ curr iculum is given at Appendix A .

3
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A pro 1 i m I n a z y  ova  I ua t  ion c it  t ti e cciuiun~~r i d t t s ‘ workshop was L 1I ~ i U L t t J
. lt  ~1 M i ~ i w c : ; t t • t  n rn st ,ilia t t o r I  ( i . i s i l o , Mc N e i  11 , & Th~~nas , i’~7 H )  . T h is
evaluat to i l  w ar ;  based on t is r ev i s ed  s u i t  i u u l u m  t h a t  had tt ~~,~r i  , ‘J ; I L t d t c i
a i — d ay w o t  k s i iop . H o weve r  , t h i s  ~ ai  t t c u i a t  e va lu a t  ion d i d  not  i n c l u de
the  I i no I t o p i c  : t t ’C1II ;  1 gut ’ :; t h e l p  commanders 1 cad orrnt  L I  group d i s —
s u sslo ns .  To u V, l  i i , i t  e t h e  o r  t , s t  i V e l I e r s - ;  ot I his t r a i r t i r i g  w i t h  an . t j —
pr opt I I t o  expe l m e n t a l  t t e s i q r t  , t he  I r~~ t f l i ng was j r e s e r ; t  t J  t o  1’’ u ofliJ~~I n y
comm an der s who wet o ass iqnte d  t an  exp e r  imerita 1 g r o u p .  Seven t t o ; ;  cit h er
solt1Jfl0;I~ i t t  5 W e r e  a~ sjt_jried t o  i ~ ost  r d  q t u t 1 ~ ’ . I mnied ia t  e l y o f t  or i t  a m —
m r u g ,  commando r- s it t  h t h t h e  ox per r zion t a 1 and cent r o l  groups  501111 i t ’ t t ’J
I o : t  measur ing  k r ;c iw l edqe and  skii Li acqu it t ’d i i i  t act ’ Fe l i t  i ons ;  4~’ ~iov~
a I t or  t r a i n i ng ,  en I lo t out soldiers , key  ;;ubo t di s at  u S  , and t lie ct~nmande i  s
themselves comple ted  surveys , evaluat i rug the c~~tunander and t h e  ~ r l  i t i ll
race x e  la t  ions. Records c i t  s e V e r  0 1 c lj o se s  c i t  ~id m in  i s t rat  ive a ‘t i o t t  i t : —
e l u d i n g  A r t  ic le 15’ s , admini St t o t  ye L i i  s C l i O r u ; e S  , and 5051 1 m a r t i a l  wu ’r

~i iso obt ained t o :  t i i i  ii p e r  iod

A pr imary co t t ce  r i  ~m m o t ; L ;  commanders in I he t r a i n i n g  c lass  i t  se i t
WO: ; cop t sq w i t  h t h e  i cal it ;eo  of t h e  Army as an i so t  it Ut  1 5; , i tic 1 ud i sq
i t 5 V . i i . i e  s , common i L O t  o t t  n o r  rio , and 51 v leo c i t  r e so l v i ng  cos t  l ist  , ~t r r ~i
r i o t  s imp l y lea r n i sq m o re  ~ibo it  e t ho is q r o mp s .  Comm anders  set ’med t ci 1 t ’ — P
spond f a v o r a b l y t ci t Is s-n ’ ~ or  t i o ns  or  I he sour  so I ha t  t O11L bu d on ~‘~i 1 UC 5

in t h e  Army , ~ , l t  t .~ m s  c i t  commuri  i L I t  1011 , r iot  hods f or  ci s o l v i ng  cot: Ii iSt
m oons t o t  er ic  i es in what  i s  t ’X l u e s t  t u l  c it  c o m m a n d e r s — —  in cit h er  wor  Jo , in-
st  m t u t  l c i r ; a  1 i s s u e s .

The r e s u l t  s of t h i s  l i e  i i m i n i i v  eva lu at  ion ex p er i m e n t  wer e  t r a ce d
om the  initial c i t  f e c t  of the t r a i n i n g  or ; ( a )  t h e  knowledge  and sk i  i i

q i  i t ied by the commanders t hemse lves , 1 c t h e  o f t  oct  c i t  t he  t r s  i r u t  Its on
(b )  proq r ams tha t t h e  commanders felt met ivated to implement in  their
companies, t o  t he  f i n a l  el fect  of t he  commander ii ’ t r a i n i ng on I s)  pot  —

s u p t  I 0115 and f e e l i n g s  of cii l i s t e d  s o l d i e r s  in  t h e  companies .  In terms
0! t h e  f I t  of measures of I r a t  ru sq e f f e c t  i v e n e s s— — t  he c omp r o l i c i r : s  i cit) c i t
the f a c t  :; and i ~icias pre sen ted  in t h e  c o u r s e — — s i g n  i t  I cant di i t  o r u n s e s
wer e  demon St r~~ ted  bet ween t h e  ex ‘ t m  imen t ii and cent rol groups . Corn—
manders cixpooed t o the  t r a in  m u g  p1 L ) qX ant d~ mons t  r u t  ed m o l t ’ k n o w ledge  cit

St t a c t s , met hods , and ski u s  needed to d i  aqr :c ise  ar id a n a l  yz i ’ t n t  o rp~ U —
seria l r e l a t i o n s  and t ci deal w i t  S j u t  e rr a c  i a l  i s s u es  in  a m i i i  t a i v  u n i t
t h a n  d i d  commanders not exposed to t t i i  r u i n g . Wi tlu t he :;ecortd measures
ot  t r a in I nq effect i v e n e s s— — c om m a r u d o i  ‘ w I  11 i i ;  qn o s s  t ci u r : ic t  r ace  ro  i i —

ions pr ograms in t h e i r  own u n i t s — —  tavci r ab le  changes  i n  p r og ram s  w or e
sot f o u n d .  W i t h  the  t h i rd  5 r omp of m e a s u r es  of t t a i r u  i ng  et feet iveness—
race 1 el uit ions w i t h  the u n i t  — — t lie t I nd i 1155 We I 0 mor e  e l r s c i u l , t s  1101 . K i t—

i t  s t e d  s o l d  t o  v s  repor tod  t hat  t h e  i r commaudot s f rom the oxpei iment  i i
r a in i n g  q romp ( a )  implemented more p o l i c i e s  1 o i n s u r e  is I a 1 harmony

ir ; i (b) were more o f t  oct ive iii J e t  1 i n~i w i t h  r ac i a l  problems , t liuifl Sci

~1 icr s ‘ commando ms ri o t  oxposed t ci t he e xis t i m on t  .11 t r 1111105 . The mea—
sit  l o s  ot  idm in ; ot  r at  t ye a ct  i or ; d i d  not  t o t  b e t  t h e  u t  t ed 5 ot  I ra iii i n .
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The results of this preliminary evaluation could not be considered
conclusive in any sense because of sotite fairly serious problems encoun-
tered in implementing the experimental design. For one thing, the ex-
per imenters were unable to make the experimental and control groups
equivalent through randomization. The identified differences between
the experimental and control group could have been due to the nonrandom
selection of commanders for training. Also, the random selection of
enlisted soldiers to take the post-training survey provided some lati-
tude for units to select their own enlisted survey participants on a
nonrandom basis , which could have created a bias if leaders in the ex-
perimental companies fe lt motivated to send only their “good troops ” to
take the survey. The training itself took place in one 3-day workshop,
with one set of instructors and one group of commanders. The training
effects noted could have been strictly due to something unique about
th is particular class , either the instructors , commanders , or type of
interaction that occurred in this one class that might not apply in
other classes. More rigorous evaluation of the training program was
needed to provide firm conclusions about its effectiveness.

Racial Harmony Training for First Sergeants

The approach to racial harmony training given to first sergeants
was contained in the Chain—of—Command Action Plan (COCAP) developed by
Tucker (l975a). Tucker based COCAP on his experiences as a Race Rela-
tions/Equal Opportunity NCO at the U.S. Army Garrison , Yongsan , Korea ,
between April 1971 and April 1973; during this period , there was racial
turmoil , rioting, and fighting between black and white soldiers in
Korea , particularly in the Korean communities surrounding Army instal-
lations (Tucker , 1973). As a race relations NCO, Tucker responded to
this serious racial unrest by developing procedures similar to those
later formalized in the Chain-of-Command Action Plan .

COCAP has been implemented by presenting a 1-day workshop to first
sergeants (Tucker , l975a). As its name implies , the Plan is designed
to provide the chain of command in the Army with the tools necessary
to solve their own problems , primarily by increasing open communication
between superiors and subordinates throughout the hierarchy. COCAP ’s
objective is to afford a method for bringing troop dissatisfaction to
the surface in time to allow leaders to respond to the enlisted soldiers ’
grievances , before they escalate into more serious forms of conflict.
This plan was designed to bui ld enl isted soldiers ’ conf idence and trust
in the chain of command as a problem—solving agency by increasing up—
ward communication within the chain of command . Orders and direction
are of ten given f rom superiors to subordinates , but superiors seldom
receive feedback from subordinates about the impact these orders have
on enlisted soldiers. Enlisted soldiers often see communication within
the chain of command as a one—way street.
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To increase two-way communication , first sergeants were asked to
hold seminars , first with the first—line supervisors (platoon sergeants ,
squad leaders) who have direct contact with troops , and then with en-
listed soldiers. In  these seminars , first—line supervisors (E5—E7)
were asked to per iodical ly i n t e r v i e w  enlisted soldiers (El—E4) , using
appropriate techniques to uncover problems , and enlisted soldiers were
shown techniques for providing honest feedback to interviewers , even
when it became apparent that supervisors didn ’t really want to do the
interviewing . First sergeants were given instructional material s for
teach ing the seminars to first—line supervisors and enlisted soldiers; •
these materials included information about the negative impact of racial
discriminat ion on the morale and effectiveness of their companies. Ra-
cial discrimination was treated as one of a n umber of leadership defi—
d i on d i e s , each of which was likely to produce feelings of rejection
amonq e n l i s t e d  soldiers , and with those feelings in turn apt to create
unrest and dissatisfaction in the company . Programs of instruction ‘1
(P01) for first—time supervisors (ES—E7) and enlisted soldiers (El—E4)
ir e provided in Tucker (1975b) . Brief lesson outlines of the P01’s
t o t  both supervisors and en l i s t e d  soldiers are presented in Appendix B.

COCAP WO: ; i t t i t  i~~lly  implemented in  several  companies in a signal
b a t t a l i o n  in Korea , with several other companies i n  another signa l bat-
talion serving as a control group. COCAP was next implemented at a 

*sou the rn  United States installation in three companies , with a fourth
company as a control group (Tucker , 1974). z t f t e i -  i ’ x’Ar was implemented
it t hest’ I t u d i t  i ons  i n  loot ii ex}u or  i m en t a l  and ccitt  t ro I comport i os, surveys

were  con d u c te d . COCAP was i n i t i a l l y  implemented at these locations to
further develop the program , to get a rough idea about its effective-
mess , aid to e l i m i n a t e  any d i f f i c u l t i e s  encountered dur ing  implementa—
t Wit . Too few companies were involved with these initial tests of
COCAP to ge t  any d e f i n i t i v e  i n fo r m a t i o n  about the e ft e ct i v e ne s s  of the
proq i am from survey dat  a .  However , en l is ted soldiers i n  the experi —

m e n t a l  companies tha t  r e c e i v e d  COCAP , and also in the cont rol companies
t h a t  d i d  not , completed a survey in which they expressed their feelings
about the r a c ia l  climate both b e t o r e  and after implementation of COCAP.
Al though  a t t i t u d e  changes appeared t o  be in a favorable direction , be-
d i mist ’ of the small sample sizes these d i f te r e i i c e s  could have ea s i l y
to u r : due to chance ; and because of t h e  lack of appropriate experimental
~les 11111 , i n c l u d i ng  the  lack of random assignment of companies to experi-
menta l  and contro l groups , the d i f f e r e n c e s  observed could have been clue
t o  causes  o ther  than  t r a i n i n g  e f f e c t s .

P a r t i c i p a n t  observat ion , however , by Tucker and others ; ; tmqqe ~~t etl
tha t  COCAP m i g h t  t o an e f fe c t i v e  approach to trainin g first sergeants
and en 1 l o t  eti so i~i i t ’ rs in  r ac ia l  harmony and i i ic i e a s  j og  open communi ica—
t ion . For t h i s  reason i t  was concluded t h a t  the  program deserved fur-
the r e v a l u a t i o n  in a more s c i e i u t  i t  ica  I ly r igorous desiqn . If  the p lan t
proved t ci he oft ect  ive a f t e r  f u r t h e r  e v a l u a t i o n , i t  migh t  be sa fe ly
implemented on a wider s c a le  i n  the  Army .

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .~
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Comparison of the Commanders’ and First Sergeants’ Programs

In many ways the company commanders ’ and f irst sergeants ’ train-
ing programs were different , even though both had the purposes of in—
creasing the unit leaders ’ skills in race relations and improving the
level of racial harmony in the unit. The approach that each program
took was quite different. The commanders ’ program used a rather tradi-
tional instructional approach, presenting a specially developed race
relations curriculum to commanders in a 3-day workshop. The curriculum
was not designed to be confrontat ional in the sense of challenging the
commanders ’ values and beliefs. But it was designed to encourage com-
manders to examine the uses and abuses of power with respect to race
relations from an historical perspective ; to examine their own use of
authority within the Army system, including examining their own treat-
ment of subordinates ; and to examine the values, norms, etc., of the
Army as an institution, with regard to race relations. Commanders were
often placed in the role of examining themselves and the institutions
of which they were a part. This sort of role was somewhat uncomfortable
and produced some defens iveness and hostili ty toward instructors and
the curriculum, even though the curriculum itself was fair ly bland and
not designed to provoke hostility. This uncomfortable response on the
part of commanders was probably more attributable to the role of self—
examination that commanders were placed in than to the specific content
of the curriculum or the presentation style of instructors.

By contrast, first sergeants were placed in the role of model
leaders with the COCAP program, teaching their subordinates about the
deleterious effects of poor leadership practices , including racial dis-
crimination. Any discrimination on the part of the first sergeants
themselves was expected to be reduced by having them take this model
leader role. First sergeants were not asked to examine their own val-
ues or use of authority or to examine the values or uses of authority
of the institutions to which they belonged, but instead were asked to
reaffirm the leadership principles and institutional values that they
already accepted and to live up to these values more fully. Asking
first sergeants to take this model leader role and to reaffirm institu-
tional values and live up to them more fully tended to elicit favorable
responses from first sergeants rather than the defensiveness and anger
that was sometimes elicited with the commanders ’ curriculum. Command-
ers were asked to examine their roles and the role of the Army in the
area of race relations and were not asked to assume the role of a model
leader and reaffirm their already accepted values.

These contrasting roles played by commanders and first sergeants
in their respective training programs are relevant to an understanding
of the results of the evaluation experiment , descr ibed later in this
paper. Since previous evaluations of both the commanders ’ and f irst
sergeants ’ training programs were preliminary , with inadequate experi-
mental design , no definitive conclusions about either program’s
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effectiveness could be made . For this reason , another evaluation ex-
periment was designed and implemented to provide a method for testing
the effectiveness of each program separately , as well as a method for
comparing the effectiveness of the two programs. This final evaluation
experiment is discussed below.

METHOD

Design of Evaluation Experiment

In this project, both racial harmony training programs , for com-
manders and first sergeants, were evaluated in a single experimental
design in which the company was the unit of analysis. Each company has
a company commander and a first sergeant, and enlisted soldiers subordi-
nate to them. In all , 45 companies from two Army installations partici-
pated in the evaluation project; all but 4 of these companies came from
the larger of the two installations. These 45 companies were drawn
from five major commands (brigade—size units) at the two installations.

The part icipating companies were randomly assigned to one of the
four experimental conditions shown in Table 1. The sampling procedure
was stratified by major command, so that the companies from each major
command were approximately equally distributed across the four experi-
mental conditions.

Table 1

Design of Evaluation Experiment

Company Commander Training

Trained Not Trained

Trained 11 11

First Sergeant Training

L 

Not 11 12Trained

Note. The numbers in each box reflect the number of companies assigned
to each of the four experimental conditions.

B
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As Table 1 indicates , the training courses were evaluated in a
common 2 x 2 experimental design , with companies as the unit of analy-
sis. In this design , 11 companies were randomly selected to receive
the experimental treatment of training both the company commanders and
the first sergeants. In 11 other randomly selected companies , the com-
pany commanders were trained but the first sergeants were not. The re-
verse was true in 11 other companies, with the first sergeants trained
but the commanders not trained. In the final 12 companies , neither the
commanders nor the first sergeants were trained. This experimental de-
sign allows us to determine whether each program by itself was effec-
tive and then to compare and contrast the ef fectiveness of each program.
The design also allows us to determine whether there was an “interac-
tion ” between programs. For example, an interaction between programs
could occur if the programs were especially ef f ective when they were
presented together , with both commanders and first sergeants receiving
training.

The company commanders and first sergeants——all male——were trained
between 25 August and 3 September 1975. In the participating companies
at this time, 1 commander and 15 first sergeants were black . The com-
manders were all trained in the same class, in one consecutive 3—day
workshop, by the sante four instructors, each of whom was an active duty
soldier who had been trained as a race relations instructor at Defense
Race Relations Institute (DRRI) . The instructors also had attended a
special 1—week workshop conducted by the authors of the commanders ’ cur—
riculuxn (see Laszlo , McNeill, & Thomas , 1978) designed to familiarize
the instructors with the curriculum and effective ways to teach it.
The instructors made a multiracial team : one black , one white , and two
Hispanics. Three were officers (02,03) and one an NCO. The first ser-
geants ’ training was conducted in a single 1-day workshop. The instruc-
tor was Sergeant First Class Tucker , who had originally developed this
approach to training (Tucker , 1975a).

Dependent Variables

The selection of criteria to measure the effectiveness of the
training programs , as well as the selection of the groups of soldiers
that the training programs are supposed to have a positive effect upon ,
is an important part of the design of the evaluation experiment.

To be considered effective , the training programs outlined here
should have a favorable ef fect not only on the leaders who were tra ined
but also on the subordinates within their companies. This favorable
effect on leaders and subordinates should last and be measurable over F

a number of months in order for the training programs to be practical.
For this reason , measures of training effect iveness were taken f rom
both the unit leaders themselves and f r om en listed soldiers within
their units over a period of months. Enlisted soldiers were considered
to be the primary criterion group upon which the programs ’ effectiveness
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were to be based. One of the main purposes of training commanders was
to improve the level of racial harmony in the units , particularly among
enlisted soldiers. It was important to determine the programs ’ effec—
tiveness among soldiers from diff erent rac ial groups , particularly
among the largest groups—-black , white, and Hispanic. The effective-
ness of the programs among male and female soldiers was not examined
in this study , since women were found in only a few of the participat-
ing companies. Most of the participating units were combat units from
which women are barred by law.

Survey Data. Two surveys were conducted , at the end of October
1975 (2 months af ter training) and at the end of January 1976 (5 months
after training). The October 1975 survey was completed by the company
commanders, f irst  sergeants , and 14 randomly selected enlisted men from
each of the participating companies. The sampling was stratif ied by
race so that six white , five black, and three Hispanic enlisted men
were selected from each company. The Hispanic category was approxi—
mately 60% Mexican American and 24% Puerto Rican.

The commanders and first sergeants completed the January 1976 sur-
vey along with a different random sample of enlisted men selected f rom
participating companies. The enlisted men were selected for the second
survey following the same sampling plan , as in the f i r s t  survey . The
survey completed by both unit leaders and enlisted soldiers was fairly
extensive , usually taking leaders just under an hour to complete and
enlisted soldiers just over an hour to complete. The survey for lead-
ers and the one for enlisted soldiers contained identically worded ques-
tions for many items, although some questions were phrased somewhat
differently for leaders and enlisted soldiers (see Tables 8 and 9 in
the Results section). Survey items that were relevant for measuring
effectiveness of the training programs were selected for analysis.
(Tables 8 and 9 list the dependent variables, from the leaders ’ and
enlisted soldiers ’ survey , that were used to evaluate the training
programs.) Enlisted men were given an opportunity to rate their corn-
manders ’ ef fectiveness in race relations on the survey , as well as the
frequency and quality of the monthly RAP sem inars. On one scale they
could express hostility toward their leaders if they desired , and on
another they rated the level of discipline in the unit. Commanders
could express hostili ty toward black and white enlisted soldier s if
they desired to do so , as well as rate their own effectiveness in race
relations. Commanders also rated the quality of racial harmony and
discipline in their own uni ts , along with a var iety of other dependent
variable measures.

Survey Scales. The four scales shown in Tables 8 and 9 were in-
cluded in both the survey for commanders and the one for enlisted sol-
diers. The nature of each of these scales can be summarized briefly
at this point.

10

-~~~---~ --- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _  
- - 

_____



The scale labeled Race Relations Policies Scale was composed of
the items shown in Section I, Appendix C. The Race Relations Policies
Scale was developed originally by Laszlo , McNeill , and Thomas (1978)
for use in the preliminary evaluation of the racial harmony training
program for commanders. The items were developed to measure relevant
aspects of a commander ’s race relations policies in his own company .
Initial work with this scale appeared encouraging . The original 9-item
scale was reliable. The alpha coefficients from three differen t groups
cit respondents who completed the scale were .74, .94, and .88, indicat-

- ing  that the scale had substantial reliability. Five of the original
nine items were selected for inclusion in the present survey instrument.
Commanders and first sergeants rated themselves on these five items ,
and enlisted soldiers rated separately both their company commander and
their first sergeant on these items .

The scale labeled Hostility Scale was composed of the 11 bi polar
ratings shown in Section II , Appendix C. Unit leaders and enlist ed
soldiers were asked to rate different persons on the sam e 11 i tems .
Enl is ted s o l d i em s  rated separately both their company commander and
their f i r st  sergeant on these i tems , and the  u n i t  leaders were asked
to rate separarely both the white and black enlisted men (El—E4) in
their own companies. Respondents were asked first to think about the
behavior of the person(s) in question , and then asked , “What does their
(his) behavior make you feel like doing to them (him)?” The respondents
answered by making the ratings shown in Section II of Appendix C. The
11 response items were selected to allow soldiers the opportunity to
express either positive or hostile feelings toward their superiors and
to allow superiors to express positive or hostile feelings toward their
subordinates , if they so desired.

A short Value Survey was included in which soldiers ranked sever:
values in order of importance to themse lves , u s ing  the genera l  p r oc e du r e
given by Rokeach (1973) . The seven values that were included i n  this
survey were these :

1. A Sense of Accomplishment ,
2. Authority ,
3. Equ a l i t y ,
4.  Love ,
5. Obed ience ,
6. Success , and
7. True Friendship.

Five of these seven items w i n e  selec ted  front the Rokeach Value Survey
(1~~/3) . For purposes of evaluating the t r a i n i n g  programs , the  research-
ers were primarily interested in the priority soldiers placed on the
one value , Equality. Rokeach ( 1 9 7 3 )  has provided evidence of a p o s i t i v e
relationship between the priority that is placed on: the value Equality,
and other behavior that is indicat ive of good r a c e  relat ions. The
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researchers wished to see whether or not the training programs would
increase the priority that soldiers placed on Equality.

The scale labeled Unit Discipline Scale was composed of the 12
items shown in Section III , Appendix C. These discipline items were
developed as part of research on measuring the concept of discipline
in an Army context us ing survey methods (Bauer , Stout , & Holz , 1976).
Bauer et al. developed discipline questions to tap concepts about both
positive and negative aspects of Army discipline that previously had
been identified in interviews with soldiers from diverse groups. Non-
metric factor analysis reduced 16 discipline items into a smaller num-
ber of underlying dimensions or factors. Three factors were identified
and labeled , as follows :

1. Unit Performance,
2. Unit Conduct , and
3. Unit Appearance .

However , it was noted that all questions in the Unit Conduct Scale were
negatively worded , and all questions in the Unit Performance and Appear-
ance Scales were positively worded . In other words , the response “To a
very great extent ,” implied poor conduct on the Conduct Scale while the
same response indicated good performance or appearance on the other two
scales. This raised that possibility that the conduct factor was due
to response bias , i.e., sold iers ’ response to the positive or negative
wording of the question rather than to the question content. In the
present study , questions were rephrased so that approximately half of
the conduct , perfori~ance , and appearance items were worded positively
and half negatively. With this approach , the question wording did not
correspond with the previous three factors. All questions associated
with a given factor were not worded one way.

Twelve of the original 16 items——ones that had the highest loadings
with the original factor they had been grouped with--were selected for
inc lusion in the present survey . Factor analysis (principal factor solu-
tion with varjrnax rotation) was used to reduce the dimensionality of
these 12 items. Only two factors in this analysis accounted for a sub-
stantial portion of the variance: one factor that consisted of posi-
tively worded items and another factor that consisted of negatively
worded items . These results indicate that the separate factors , in this
study at least , and probably in the previous one (Bauer et al., 1976)
were due to nothing more than response bias. At least the distinction
between conduct and performance is probably due to response bias. The
concept of discipline , as measured by the 12 items that were selected ,
appeared to be essentially an undimensional construct when response bias
was ignored; hence , in this case all 12 items were treated as a single
scale that was labeled Discipline Scale .
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I- : va tua t  ion t ’ : xe n c r ue  . Jus t  b e t  o r e  t he  October survey was finished ,
comman der  ii and t i rut se rg e~n ni  t s comp let  ed a brief eva lua t ion exercise
designed  t e  mea sur e  w het her  en not  t he  l eader  s ‘ .nppn oaches to hand 1 ing

)r e prob lens o t en 1 st ed s o l d i e r  s had changed f o l l o w i ng  t r a i n i n g . We
were a I so in : t er-es t ed in seer ni ~i wlie t her  l e a d e r s  ‘ r e a c t  ions to  w h i t  e and
b lack  so h i r er s  changed at  r en - t r a t n t  r ig . These l ea d et i ;  were given three
s t anda rd  Army d i  spos i t  i on  forms , wh re l i  b r i e  t l y  suxnrnar i ~ed biographical
charac te r  i st r c s  c i t  three  s o l d i er s  ( t r a i n e e s )  . The t r a inees  were os ten—
s i b  lv  t o  be ass ign ed  t o  t he  Spec ra l Training Company t or a special read—
t n t - - i t r a t n t  t r i g  p r ogr am , designed to r at ue t lie i n  r ea d i n g  level f rom t he
c ur r  cut ly substandard t i t  t h — gr a d e  l e v e l  t h a t  they had at t ained on r ead—
ing t e st . ‘No cit  t h e  t l i i  cc t n a t  necs were  indirectly ident i t ied as be—
m g  w h i t e  b~’ the name select ed t or the  form . The t h i r d  was indirectly
i~lent  i I ied as be i ng black by the  name se lect ed for him , and he was fur-
ther ident it ied as ha~’i m g  a “shaving profi le”—— a medica l condition

l a r g e l y  un: ique ci blacks) that means the  Army a 1 lows them to have short
beards . As depen den t v a r iab l e s  , l eade r s  were asked t o  recommend the
ype of t r a i n i n g  con d i t i o n s  t h a t  each t r a i n e e  should encounter in this

progr am , as well as whether the t rainee should be given: an early admin—
ist tat jve discharge from the Ar - my under  the Trainin:q Discharge Program
that would a 1 low him t o  i eee i ye an honorable discharge.

Sp e c if i c a l l y ,  leader s  made recommendations about (a) the duty de—
t a i l  t h a t  each t ra  i r i ee  wou ld have throughout, the special readinq t r a i n —
m g  course , t r c*n t ime— con i su mi nq  and un d e s i rab le  dirt i es t ci less t ime—
consuming and more d e s i rab l e  du t i e s ;  (b)  t he  f requency w i t h  which  the
t r a i ne e  w o u l d  r e c e i ve  “h i gh — s t r e s s  p h y s i c a l  t r a i n i ng ” (v i  ~ic ir ous  physica l
exer c  t s e)  ; and (c i  t he  f r equency  w i t h  w h i c h  t he  t ra ir t ee  would r ece ive
“ h r - i t t — s t  ress emot iona l  t r a i nj n i q ’~ ( v i g o r o u s  c r i t i c i s m s  by d :i  11 i ns t r u c—
t o r s)  . l eaders  a lso r a t e d  the t ime t hat  t hey wou hi have available (if
any)  t ci t r i t e r  v j ew t r a t  r i c e s  be f or e  niak i nq the discharge recommendat i on
and t he f in a l  d i  ec l i arg e  r -ecominen dat  ion t hey felt t hey would probab l y
make a t ’ t er  r e c e rv nq mor e da ta.  These var  i c~b1es we n -c des ign ied t ci mea—
sure , somewhat i ird I r e c t  ly , t he concern that t h e  leaders would show t o n
each t rat r ice . l e a der s  were not  t old  t h a t  t h e i r  recommendat r out ; wer e
for hypot h et  t ea l peop le unit i 1 at  t or they  made the above rat, jugs . They
were fully d e b r i e f e d  and to ld t ha t  t h e y  d id  not need t ci turn :  t h e i r  rat —
ings in i f  t h e y  did r i o t  w i sh  t ci do so. Al I l e ade r  s t u r ned  in  t h e  rat  in~is .

Records  of A d m i n is t r a t i v e  ,~~~.,t _i_o!i. A l  so as pa r t  cit  t h e  ev a l u a t i o n  - 
-

phase of t he p r e  t , r ecord dat  a were ccii I e’ct ed t on a (~—mo n r t ii per t o1  — —

1 August 10 
~

- t ci J antr . i  ry I ~~ 7r ’  . I n t e l  uded as par  t c i t  t It is r e c o r d dat a
t~-as i n fo r m at  t o r i  ~tn t h e  t r ( ‘gu ~’ncy of A r t  i d e  l ’ s , adm~ n i t  st  r at  ive di  s—
ci ta  n g e s  , arid pci 1 i ce  app n c hen s  t o n i  n - at  es t aken  I rem mi i i  t an  v p o l i ce
n epot I S.

Ar  t t c Ic  1’* ‘ s .1 n e  p u n t  s t im en it  s imposed by t h e  company commander i n
i n f o r m a l  j IRI i ci .i I proceed i rigs , o f t  cit upon t lie r’econtrnenda t t o n i  c i t  t ho
f i r s t  Si’ n~ ii ’. i n t t  or ot her nionconmu i us t ent ed c i t  f i eet , t cii ci ¶ I cr i s es  t h a t  an e
not s*~ n - 1 0111 enough in  t lit ’ commander ‘ ii t tndqmei: t t ci isa r an it  cent t mar  t t a I

. 
. ..  -
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A cci Id t e n  can e t t  i ter  accept the i~uni i uhmer i t  imposed by t lit ’ Ar t i c l i ’ I ”
or t ace torma I ~ud l e t  a I l ’r c i c ( ’i ’d L r i g ; ;  o u r  t ma i t  i a l l  I r r t ire t — rnonr t  ir
p er iod  i n r g ires  I ron ; , Ar t i d c  1’ ’ s out n iu rnbe r od  coin t :t mar t i , t i  2J  t o  I
in par t r c pat t r ig c o mp a n i e s .

A d m t n i s t  r a t  i v i ’ d i u c l i a n  go :; a n  e t r u e d  t o  s e p ar a t e  a S o i d r e r  f t  om t h e
:s’ r v  ‘ice bet  or e t h e  n o r m a l t e r m  ci t  en l i s t  m eri t  enr ~1s . fli sci ta  n ge t ;  at e tru ed
t o  e l i min a t e  t rem t h e  Si ’ ‘i’ r e t ’ s ol d i er  who seem t ci he ~‘re at  t r i g  I t  s ’i ’l ellIs
cii st ’entt u n ab  it ’ t o  ad lu s t  t o  I lie n equ i n  ennre t ;  I s ci t  An nt nv i i t t ’ . “i t t o l  d I c r
can be di  sch,r r , i t ’,l unde r  i ’ t t  l i e n  hot ter  ab l e  cii i e u s — t  t t a n—l: on or abl  e t g , ’;t-
en a I , undes i r a b  le , bad coniduct , i i i  u l i on i or  ,ib li ’) co ni ~1 i t  t ent s .

A pj ’n eii i ’nci ; to ;; n , t t  0:; t aken t rem mu l i t  a t v  p o l i ce  l eper t s were t or
a l l  cat egcir  it ’s cit of I en se n , t r ’~~ir 1 r i t  t c ot I e; ses t o  d r ;r ~i of I on ;  5’:;
b ;r r  g I , r r  v , s li5 ’p I i t t  i n i g  , and AWOIS ( ,r b s e n i c e  wit liout 1 e,tvi ’i

Thi ’ ,tt ’s ’vi ’ ~-~‘on ~t s  c i t  adni t i i i  u t  ; ,it ive act ion -i Wi ’r e inc lir i led t n - i  t h e
‘ V I  1 Oat I cmi ~1i ’S i  ~1n f o see whet  hi’ r or ri ot t hesi’ t r a t  n i t  r ig ~‘i cig r ,r in: ;  w o u l d
tn t I ue’nce t h e  .idm t n i t  :; t r at  ion c i t  pun i slimori  t arid ~1 i ;s’i:,i r get ;  t ci h i  ,r ck ar id

w it i t  e i’t i l  t :;t i’d :;o I s i t  or  s on i n :  f luenice t lie o f t  t ’m i l l ; ’ r , i t  es of t lit ’ same so I —

~l t e r  . l’ii, ’~~i ’ m e.tstt r e: ; c i t  a d r u i n t i u t  r .it ivi’ .tct ion ; i e t  I e~’t t h e  ac t  m o ; ; s  c i t
bet ii the it ’ade r arid t ir e ‘ i n  : ;r i b c i id  j n i , i t  i ’s; we w e n t ’ t r i t e r  out od r ni  s ec t  ri g
whet  her  I ~s- pn e ’v r  ens t n a  i n i r r ig pr  os r inns won Id i n t l  1 ‘iri’nce those measur , ‘:;

i nn1’ I i ’rni ’n ; t  i t  i on  ci t  t he l’va l u at i o u r  l t ’s i g n i

R , indommi Ass t gnmemi t . In  p r a et  ice , n t i u o t t  err di t I i cult to act r r , r  I l v
nip 1 emi ’ni I t i n ’  r es lir r n ennren t t on r a n r i j o m  i t i on  i i i  .r I iold i ’Xpe I I mt-’n:t ; n a n —
lem ,r ;;s i gmnnn i ’ni  I i n i t  ci - t e r es  wit Ii the opt’ n a t  i onia 1 r eqtr  i r einieni t :; c i t  .ini on—

g o i n g  cirg ,m i :at t o r i . i n  t h e  I’i ’ ’Si ’n i t  case , t h e  r t ’u e , i t s ’he i  s wet  i ’ s05 - 5 - c s : ;—
fu  1 t n t  ra n dom I y i:; si  si n t r i g  on it leaders t o  each ot t he t our  i’xpe r i men t  a l
ccin:d i t i ott;; shown in  Tab 1 e I , wi t ~t I he except  t o r t  c i t  t h i e c  iea~ie; who
had t ci be r c.iss I gni ed t oni t h e i r  in  ‘it  i a I t r . t ’ i u :  i rig cond i t t e n t  becau se cit
ci~ t’ rat i onia I r egu t r emenr  t s o t l iii ’ Army , it  t hat  t i me. ‘Fhe pos nil ’ l e  I’ i a:;

r n i t  n cid ;n-t’d i s  no t  know n , bu t  i t  p n o l ’~it ’l v  was not  utit ’st al i t  i a  I .  Titi ’
secon d r-anidom sarup ii r ig r egir  i t enieni t i n :  t l i t  ev,i 1 nat i on: exper t meri t  was
the se 1 es’t ion cit e n l i s t  ed men tnt r a t  ‘ i t  t ed t ’v comp,ln ;v ar id by r let ’ t o
t a k e  t h e  st i r  ~‘cv g i  ‘i’t ’n in :  i \- t  ~ bt’r 10 an~1 , 1 , i n t u , i r  v i~ ‘ I’ . A ~l i t  f o r  c u t
random si’ 1 oct ion of sold it ’ r :; was give r:  t lie st i r  v e in :  ~1 , i n l i i a  r v I~ ~
Ag ,i i t t , t h i s  s itup i i  r g  r e s l i r  j r emeni t  Wa:  i a r ’ i i ’ I v  nnre t

Von t h e  Oct cibi’r s u r v e y ,  en 1 t s t  m l  per so n n e l  wm ’i e r ani5lem l y se l ec t  i ’d
1w t h e  r (‘Si’.l tci ;e  r - u t I 0111 ce~t lp aIty p ’  r sonn ie  1 n ci:~ t e n  :; . I-~r: 1 i st  od mcmi t s~o’i.

iii ’ sin v,’vs t r i g r cup:; . I t t hey t a t  1 e.l I ci at t e n d  t iit ’ t i t i  t t.i l 5;;! Vi ’\’
they We r t’ r eqiiest ed s, t l i t  s ’;r~t l i  t he t in st sci geanit 1 t o  ,it  I end erie cit sev -

era  1 m a k e — u p  sons  t ot i s  pr  ov I dod t cii a I t  un i t : ; . A I i  : t t  of n at idenrt 1 \‘ ui’ —

I o c t  cd , i i t  er nat  m’s was pr ov r dod t ci e~~cti ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ I ci n’epl ace s o l d i e r  :; who
had been sm ’l t ’5 ’t o~I t o  t ,ik,’ t Ire ,urn V0~ hint ha5i l i ’t  t t h e  uni t t bet o t t ’ t lim ’
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n u t  vey , on who had bonta t id e  r ( ‘aScim;:; for  riot  a t tending . Soldiers were
so I ect  i’d I or the survey 4 to t~ weeks be Ion e the  survey , so that 14% of
the soldiers in t h i s  o r ig i n a l  sample were no longer in the company by
the sl a t e  ot  the survey ; these w e r e  replaced by the randomly selected
a l t e rn ates . In fact thts produced a random selection of not a l l  en:—
l is ted soldiers in a u n i t , but  all soldiers wl:o had been in their un its
at lt ’ , is t  4 t o  t; weeks. V i r t u a l l y  a l l  ( 99% )  f the t o t a l  numbe r of e n —
listed men requested actually took the survey. However , an other 14%
cit t he t ct , i  1 n umber (it emi l r st esi men r e j ue s  ted were assigned to t h e i r
unit s d u r i n g  the time of the survey but did n-iot take it f o r  one reason:
cii another arid were replaced by randomly selected altern:ates . To docu-
ment any bias that may have been introduced , the reasons for non:atten-
dance for this 14% nonattending group were computed as follows : (a) .~~%

did not atten-id because t hey  were sick or in the hospital; (b) .~~% did
not atten d hm ’cair se  they were i n: school dur i ng the  times of the survey ;
( c )  3% were on: leave during survey times; (d) 1% was AWOL ; Ce ) 1% were
in jail at the t ime ; (1) .~~% had duty (often guard duty) which precluded
at t enid . in ;cc ; and the rest simply did riot show up. bec,iuse  the reasons
t or  n:oni.’ittendan :ce were v a ri e d , the  b ias  m t  roduced by t h i s  l4~ r-ion :a t—
t e n d i n g  group slot’;; r io t  appear to be systematic or s u b s t a n t i a l .  The a t —
em;d ,m rtce cit be% ot so ldie r s  requested by name , who were still in: the

tim - i t t at the t ime , is about as good as car: hi’ attair-ied in a military
environtment. ‘ 

F

l nr the prey rous p r e l i m i n a r y  evaluat  ici ni  of the  commanders ’ t r a i n in g
prog ram , t he tna l :i  l i t  v cit t he researchers  to  randomly assign commanders
t o  the exi’~’r inuen:tal amid cen t rol  qr ot rp s  , arid t h e i r  ir abi l i t  y to  cent rol
the  select t o n i  of t h e  t ’n i l  t n t  e l  s o l die r s  sen-i t to take the eva lua t ion:  sur-
vey , posed set to  is t i ir e at  s to the  v a l i d i t y  of any conic los ions that could
h ’  r eached about the effect ivem:ess  o f t he commanders ’ t r a i n - i  inig (Las.~ lo ,
McNej i i  , & Thomas , l ’~78) . Conclusions wet e l imi ted  in the  p r e l i m i m i a  m y

;;51v b ec , it r s e  more r : qo tot i s  samp 1 in -ig procedures could not be imp 1 cmen:t t’d
However , t host’ sampl ing  problems were  overcome in-i tIre present evaluat iou
experiment , so conciusionis he re  are  not tl:ereby c o n s t r a i r ed or l i m i t  e l .

Leader Turnover .  One unexpected problem encountered in: implement-
ing the experimental design had a variety of ramification -is for the de-
st i nt. This problem inivolv~ d an unexpectedly high turnover (reassigmiment
r . l r  e among the com~sariy commanders an:d f i r s t  ser gean : t  s in - i  t he  part  i ci pat —

t n g  companies du r ing  t h e  5—m on - i ti h pt ’r iod  fo l lowin -iq  t he  t r a i n in g  in - i l a te
A t r r u s t  1075. To examine the impact of the leaders ’ t raining proqranrts
when some 1 t ’a ler ;; wer e  reass i gtied arid no longer in: t h e i r  u n i t  s , it was
:;t’-u-ssa rv t o  t nielude t tte t imino v er - i , i t c as a f a c t  or in ;  t hie data analyses
so th at t t:e e t f ; ’ct s cii’ t h i s  variable could  be estimated. For stat m t  i —

cal  n t ’asonin , the h igh  t u r n o v e r  r a te  prec  I m d c i the  use el a l l  t h e  s i irv i ’y
and aiim in-i t ut  r a t  t vi’ i-c ord dat a t hat had been collect e l  . For data  ,in ; . i  l y —

Si’s, l iii ’ tu rnover  n-at ~‘ among urt it 1 ~‘5i it ’r s had t o be added as a t act or -
t o  be examined  .i l ong w i t h the of f e c t s  ot  the t r a i n i ng  proqi-ams . It  was
pot t s  t 1’ i~ ’ t o  a i d  a t i r r n o v e r  r at e  t act cit to t h e  aria iys  ‘is covet t t i i t 1tt ’

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ________________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
—_ -
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t u r n o v e r  n ,it 0 t o n  uni t t l e a d e r s  Ce i t  her t he commander-  or  t i n  st sergeant)
h oi;gh t he end of cict oh m ’ n 1 ~ / 5  ( ‘  mont his after t rail-i i nq) , but  i t  was

not ro;;s ib it ’ to add i m ;s st her l evel  to t h i s  t act  on by look i rig a t  t h e  t u r n —
over  r at  t’s t h r  c iu ,~it 5Tan ’iu u ry  l~ ?ts , due t s t h e  snua 11 samp le :~t’ arid i i i

mci ; ‘v ~’n m a t en t h n -o t r g i i  J a m i u a r -y  I ‘ n- . t a b l e  S in : thi’ Resu l ts  :n’ct t oni
sho w s t iii ’ number  ot ‘ trnp aml ten w i t h  t ui- nover t hr ouqh ~ct obe n 117 5.  The 

‘

t il t n ;o v en  I ac t en tn t  a l l  I ,r t  ~‘ r an5 i  I \‘:S’ S I n:vol ve t two levels on 1 v — — no t o t - ni—
civ;’ m among un: it  l t ’,t dt ’rs t h r o u g h  t~ct s sbt ’ m v e rs i n s  t u r n o v e r -  among i ’ i t  he r  on
hot ii It ’a li ’n s t t ’iu o ’i r qh  t ’is-t obet .

This t u rn i o ver  p r o b l e m  p r i ’;’ 1 i ;dt ’ l t lie us;’ of t he Janu ,i  Fy  -i i t s  sir n-vey
dat a , tor prs sq n ,i;n; oval oat ‘ion : pi i r }sc i s t’s ,i nid pn eel  ii l t ’si t h i ’ i n s m ’  c i t  the n e ’on h
1,i t - i that t5id bt’e t t  ‘ci li o ’t e l  f e  n some of he later mon’it h s . I t was not

pens ‘ib Ic to examunt’ the impact of the t i a i n i  nq proq r anis as lcsn: ; as Es
mer i t  his at  t em t n ,  t n - i  jug , when : many ot t h e  l e a d e r s  had a l r e a d y b eont  r e a s —
s t ined . The t I  1 oc t  s of t h i s t unn;ci y t’i - s o l d  n t c i t  be el t e ct  i ve i y  e x a m i n e d
- m l  a t  i n t  t ea  i ly in long as S m o n t h s  at t en- t r- ai n-i i nq be cammne of samp le size
j n  sb lern s . An , i  l - ~-st ’ s of A r t i c l e  15 and m i l i t a r y  pe l let ’ report d a t a  were
limit e l  to  adnu t m : i st r a t  ive act ions ton em i ly  t h e  ‘ mon ths  f ol  1o:~ i m t g  t h e
I r a i r :  t nq (Sept  t’nrther ari d ~ c I cibt’ r 1075) , arid ~i n;a I yses of t he admi n t i s  t n - at i ye
I n  s ’hia t - I t ’ dat  a cove r e d  I host ’ ,:c t j on ~ I on ‘1 m o n t i-is fo l_ low i ng t t , r i n i  ing
1:-el f s ’flhl ’e ’ m t i ; ;  ‘list it Ik’ -ent l st ’ n )  . Data  t o n  adnu i n i i  st r a t  i “c di  ss ’ha r q o m ;  were
examined  cm 4 merit  u s  , p r i m a  n i 1 y because s t  t lit ’ l ower’ I r oquem :cy of t i ;ese
a,’t ‘ions ant t ii;’ t inc Ic 1 iv;; ‘1 t t r t  t two I ve t  her w; - m ’n ; t he  t ime an act ion
i s  m i t t  r ,i t ed and t h e  t ime the di :;ch,i mg; ’ a ’ t m i ~i l  lv t a kt ’s P l  ice (and shows
up ott the n m ’ c c i m 1 da t  a )

The “ t’x t n a ” : ;m i rv ev  and r ;’comd da t  a eel lected after s \’tober  1075

bay;’ been put I ci slot: ; use, Si m ice these dat a provide the ban is I or a
var tet v cit subst ’qut ’n it  st ti l t en , ;‘v5 i lu at  in -iq RAP t n r ini in ;g , cr ime aol purl—
t nhu ien t , ~‘t 

- . ,  u s in g  cross—la ggt ’d panit’ l an-ia l y st ’s.

S t n ; s i I t ’ C l a s s  P r e s e n t a t i o n s .  1nle l i m i t a t i o n ;  w i t h :  t h e  design of t l :is
eva 1 - i t t  tor i ex’i’e n ‘ini;’n: t is  t hat t h e  r e s u l t  mm a re  based on a s i ng  1 e (‘lass
p m , :;e:; t at i on 1 t I-ic ‘l i t  m t  cii i urn I ci comnnrna nrd t ’ n s ar id ~: s i n-iq le pr;’s e nt t  a t  ion :
ci I ir s t  s o t g e , i n t t  s . The i m t s t  ruet o t s  and l ead e r s  r ema ined  t h e  same d u n —

tri g t lies;’ 1t e s t ’n t t  at  r otis . We wish t o  gt ’i;ota I im ~e resin t S t o  cit her m i —
st r ;i c t  ‘is  and c lasses  , hut  t h e  f ac t  t hat  t hose fa ct o n - s W o n t ’ i’epl i s’,i 1 ~‘d
only  om i ’t’ makes i t  l i t  t~ l e u lt  t ci do so. There may have  been somet h i n i
ml: ;  

~~~~ about t h e  ‘1 ass or I he in s t  n u c t  en s  t h a t  produced t h e  observed
r e s ult  s . The c~*nrmanders ‘ curt - i cur l urn , h owever , has b;’;’n ;  pre se n i t e i  s e w —
era  I t m u o n  w i t h  l i t  ft ’r en t  ‘ i n s t r u c t  o is  and C l , t s S t ’s , and a p r e l  i m i t i a m - y
eva 1 oat ion of I i i i  pr’oq n-am prciv i l o t  moderat  t’ l v  e n c o i r n a g  n i  r esu I t s
I I a n .’. le , M N 5 ’; 11 , & Thomas , l’ -‘B) ; hence , it t he pi ogranni loo’tsm ; ef fec—

t ye in the  l’i t ’:;t ’m i t  eva 1 uat  i ~n : , i t  may not be n e c e s s a ry  t o l i m i t  any
genera I t .~ , it  i o n s t o  t he par t  i c u l a r  c lan: ;  it was g i  yen t o .  From a m e —
sea n ci; management  pot nit of v i e w , i t was i mposs ib I t ’  t ci r -~’p i i  ‘at o c l an s ; ’ ,

s ’t in s t  ru cto r s , f o r  the c u r ren t  l’rosl r ,im eva 1 m a t  ioni exp m ’r i me r i t  .
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Statistical Analyses

The data from this evaluation experiment were analyzed , using analy-
ses of variance . Two basic analysis of variance designs were used
throughout. The analysis of variance design is partly determined by
the n umber of the independent variables to be entered into the analysis.
Three independent variables that were entered into all analyses were
( a )  cornrrianders ’ training , (b) first sergeants ’ training , and (c) turn—
over rate among either unit leader. A fourth independent variable , the
enlisted soldiers ’ race , was added for analyzing enlisted soldiers ’
survey responses , and administrative record data. There were two levels
for  the  commanders ’ training factor , trained versus not trained ; two
levels for the first sergeants ’ training , trained versus not trained;
two levels of the turnover factor , some turnover among unit leaders
(either the commander or first sergeant or both) versus no turnover;
and three levels of the factor reflecting the enlisted soldiers ’ race—-
black , white , and Hispanic.

A three-way factorial analysis of variance design was used when
the first three factors were ’ analyzed , and a four—way , split-plot (or
repeated—n ea msm res) analysis of variance design was used when the race
factor was added . The race factor was added as a repeated—measures fac-
tor (i.e., one having repeated observations of the same unit of analysis) .
Since the company was the unit of analysis , the race of the enlisted sol-
diers within each company involved a repeated observation about the same
unit of analysis. The er listed soldiers ’ survey responses for each com-
pany were averaged by race (black , white , or Hispanic), arid these aver-
aged responses were the dependent variables. Since the unit of analysis
is the company , when company leaders are trained , the average enlisted
response in a company (by race) is appropriate as the dependent van -
able , instead of the individual responses of the enlisted soldiers with—
in a company.

Table 2 ou t l ines  the two analysis  of variance designs with their
appropriate error terms. Each term in the design (except for error)
has an F ratio associated with it. The term indicates the particular
comparison that is being made , and the F ratio indicates whether or not
the observed differences between means for the different levels of the
term can be considered due to chance. Statistically significant dif—
ferences are those that can be considered due to the independent van -
able rather than chance.

Analysis of var iance  designs are usually balances m~ the sense of
having an equal number of observations in each cell of the design. We
started out with a nearly equal number for each cell (see Table 1);
however, the addition of the turnover factor produced unbalance (un-
equal N per cell) into the design. Analyses were never unbalanced
across the repeated—measures factor of race , as black , white , and His-
panic observations were available in all cases. There are several ways
the variance can be partitioned with unbalanced ~inalyses of variance ,
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Table 2

Two Ana lysis of Variance Designs 8

Term df 
_____ 

F

Commanders ’ Trainin g (A) 1
First Sergeants ’ Training (B) 1
Turnover (C) 1
A X B  1

A X C  1

B X C  1
A X B X C  1 F
Subjects within groups (Error)b 37

r
Enlisted Soldiers ’ Race (R) 2

A X B X R  2
A X C X R  2

B X C X R  2

~~X B X C X R  2

R X Subjects within groups (Error)C 74

8The three-way factorial desi gn consists of the terms A , B, C an d
the i r i nterac ti ons , including the subjects within groups error terni .
The Uour -wry, spl it -p lo t (repeated measures ) desi gn consists of a l l
terms li— t o d  in Table 2 above.

ti
The term~ ~~~, B , and C with their interactio ns are tested by the

suHrcts w ithin groups error. This error is soi let i ntes called the whol e-
plot error in split —plot design s .

I ho R t o r i  ds we 11 as the interactions w it h  the R tey’ ;- ;~ ~r o  te s t e - : 1 by
~ X Subjects wi thi n— q ooup s inter act ion. This error t orm is sc~ot ime~ca l  1~~1 the ‘~pl i t — p l o t  error.

-L 

_ _ _  
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depending on the assumptions the researcher wishes to make about the
ordering of priorities among the independent variables (Nie et al.,
1975). The present study used a conservative approach , which adjus ted
each term for all the other terms in the model. The procedure produs.;’s
results that require no assumptions about priorities among independent
variables, or about terms in the model (e.g., interactions versus main
effects). This procedure also produces results in which there is no
confounding between terms of the model , because the confounded variance
is eliminated by the adjustment process (Bryce & Carter , 1974). How-
ever, this approach is somewhat more conservative than other methods of
partitioning the variance , and it may make it more difficult to find
statistical significance.

When many dependent var iable measurements are made, multivariate
analysis of variance is a useful tool that can be used to reduce the
Type I error that is associated with making multiple F tests with a
large number of univariate analyses of variance. Unfortunately , ap-
propriate inultivariate analysis of variance sof tware was not available
to the researchers at the time the data analysis was conducted. How-
ever , the researchers were aware of the problem of the inflation of Type
I error with mul tiple tests, and they kept careful track of the number
of significant effects expected by chance alone.

RESULTS

Leaders’ Reactions to Courses

At the conclusion of the training course , commander s rated how
much they learned from each topic covered in the curriculum; these rat-
ings are shown in Tab le 3. Also in Table 3, the commanders ’ preferences
for topic areas in the current study are compared with their preferences
in the earlier preliminary evaluation of this same curriculum . It is
apparent from Table 3 that the topics that commanders enjoyed in the two
different classes were not always the same. In fact, “ Games ” and “Corn—
mander’s Role” seemed to be the only topics rated at the top in both
classes. Commanders did not indicate they learned much in the “Black
American ,” “Stereotypes ,” or “Understanding Surveys” sections in either
class. The commanders did indicate that they learned a great deal with
the block of instruction on leading small group discussions. The in-

- terest shown by commanders for the history sections on Mexican Amer icans
and Puerto Ricans, more in the second class than in the first, may have
been due to the fact that there were more soldiers frorni these ethnic
groups at the installation where the second class was presented , and
two of the four instructors in the second class were Mexican American.
It should be noted that the topics were presented in a d i f fe ren t  order
in the two classes , as shown in Table 3.

19

- I



-- ~~ —

Table 3

Commanders ’ Preferences for Topics in Commanders ’
Curriculum in Two Studiesa

Order of Topic Presentation Preferences for i0~~~5b

MeanC Rankd Rank
Current Prior Current Current Prior

Topic 
______ 

Stu~y~ Study Study Study Study

Mex i ca n Amer icans 5.5 1 10
Puerto Ricans 2 2 5.2 2 7
Black Americans 3 3 4.1 10 8
Stereotypes 4 4 4.0 ii 12
Role Expectations 5 6 3.9 12 4
Games 6 5 5.0 3 5
Resistance to Change 7 8 4.4 6 5
Commander ’s Role 8 10 4.6 4 3
Approaches to Dealing 9 12 4.3 8 11
Detecting and Dealing 10 9 4.4 6 1
Guidelines for Improved 11 7 4.3 8 2
Capital izing on Interest 12 13 4.6 4 9
Understanding Surveys 13 11 3.2 13 13
Small Group Discussion 14 not presented 5.5
Leading Skills in prior study

___________________________________________________ ________________ _____________________

aThe comparison made here is between the commanders ’ curriculum in the current study
and this same curriculum given in an earlier preliminary study (see Laszlo & McNeill ,
1974).

b in both studies commanders rated how much knowl edge or skill they gained on a scale
from “lear-ned a great deal ” to “learned nothing. ”

CRatin,.s ‘,‘:erc made on an 8-point scale t’iith 8 me aning ‘learned ~n great deal. ’
d t0r~j c c  were given a rank from 1 -to 13 according to hum’, f~r v o r a h 1 y  lhsy m;orc r,r~~J

on thr r IhSV C scale w i th  rank 1 the ens I favorab le - The topic sma l 1 q;’o;;;; cli scu ss I on
;ki 11 s was not ranftd to rnot~’ the current stud y c o:n~ ;-oh l e to t is- pr - ic r  our- ’ . 1)~ i -~
top ic~ h- i- - o ver - , would be tied for f i rs t  if it ocr~’ ranked .
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At the conclusion of their respective courses , both commanders
and first sergeants rated their reactions to the courses that they had
just taken , answering the questions shown in Table 4. From Table 4
the leaders ’ reactions to their respective courses can be compared.
It is apparent that the first sergeants ’ overall reaction to their
course was much more favorable than was the commanders ’ reaction to
their course. First sergeants considered their course to be much more
worthwhile and interesting than the commanders thought their course
was. However, the first sergeants ’ favorable reaction to their own
course did not extend to the Army ’s Race Relations/Equal Opportunity
Program as a whole. Commanders thought the Army’s RR/EO Program was
more worthwhile than first sergeants did . If the effectiveness of the
commanders ’ and first sergeants ’ programs were evaluated solely on the
basis of favorable reaction by the participants, the f i rst sergeants ’
program would appear much more effective than the commanders ’ program.
However , self-evaluation by participants may not always be a good way
to evaluate a program ’s effectiveness, as will be shown later.

Table 4

Comparison of Leaders’ Responses to the Commanders ’
and First Sergeants ’ Programs

Mean
Itema Commanders First Sergeants F

Do you think this class was
worthwhile?
Very worthwhile——A waste of time 4.8 7.7 lO.5**

Do you think this class was
interesting or boring?

Very interesting-—Very boring 4.6 7.8 22.8**

Do you think the Army ’s Race
Relations/Equal Opportunity
Program is worthwhile?

Very worthwhile——A waste of time 6.8 5.4 2.7*

< .05 .
**p < .001.

a
Ratings were made on an 8—point scale, with 8 indicating the most

favorable response.
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Table  6

Results of Evaluati on Exercise : Impact of Racial Harmony
T r a i n i n g  on Lea ders ’ Reactions to Special Traine es a

Si gn ifi cant Effe c ts for
Two Response Groups b

Variable Commanders First Sergeants

Duty Detail (Duty details were rated according none none
to whether they were t ime consum ing and
un des i ra ble , or less t ime consumin g an d mor e
desirable).

Hi gh Stress Physical Training (Frequency none AxBxC
w i th wh ic h trainee w oul d under go v igorou s
physical exerc ise).

High Stress Emotion Training none A
(Frequency with which trainee would undergo
vigorous criticism by drill instructors).

T im e Ava i labl e for Interv iew i ng Tra inee none none
(Interview to take place prior to discharge
recommendation).

Leaders’ Administrative Discharge none none
Recomenda t ion .

8Analyses are based on l eaders ’ recommendations for the bl ack trainee only.
Leaders reactions to all three trainees (one black , two wh ite) were very
nearly identical .

blhree_way factorial analyses of variances (as shown in Table 2) were
com pute d se paratel y for commanders ’ an d f i rs t  sergeants ’ responses. The
ma in effects in these analyses were labeled Commander Training (A); First
Sergeant Training (B); and Turnover (C). Effects statistica lly significant
beyond the a < .05 level are shown .
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indicate that the training proqrams had no effect on the commanders ’
and first sergeants ’ responses in the evaluation exercise.

It  should be noted in passing that the majority of the commanders
and first sergeants recommended very frequent administration of high-
stress physica l and emotional training. On a 6-point scale ranging
f r om “every day” to “never ,” the average responses were close to the
two most frequent points along the scale.

Administrative Action Results

Records of administrative action were analyzed to see whether or
not the leaders ’ training programs influenced the frequency of disci-
plinary action taken against black and white enlisted soldiers within
each company (i.e., Article 15’s, administrative discharges) as well
as the apprehension rates of soldiers within these companies by miii-
tary police . These measures of administrative action reflect the ac-
tions of both the leaders and their subordinates. Records of the
frequency of these administrative actions were kept , by company and
by race. Military police reports were available by race for serious
(i.e., nontraffic) offenses only. Rates of administrative action by
company and race were computed by dividing the frequency that the group
in question received each type of administrative action , during the
time in question , by the number of individuals belonging to that group .

Split-plot and factorial ana lyses of variance , following the de-
sign shown in Table 2, were computed to test whether the training pro-
grains influenced the frequency of disciplinary administrative action .
It was hoped that the training programs would reduce the necessity for
disciplinary action by providing leaders with techniques for increasing
communication and morale , and methods for handling problem situations
short of formal punishment. The training programs would also, it was
hoped , have the effect of reducing any racial discrimination that might
exist in the administration of these actions. For example , blacks in
this sample received Article 15’s at a somewhat higher rate than did
whites (see Hart , 1978). Covariance analysis was used to test whether
the differences in the rates at which blacks and whites received these
administrative actions were greater and favored whites more in the un-
trained groups than in the trained groups. The black rate was the cle-

- 
pendent variable , and the whi te rate was the covariate in these analy-
ses. Table 7 shows the r esults of the split—plot , factor ial , and
covariance analyses. It is apparent from Table 7 that the training
programs did not influence the disciplinary administrative actions
that were measured in the experiment. Neither did the training pro-
grams reduce discrimination by influencing the relative rates in each
company that blacks and whites received disciplinary action .
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Ta ble 7

Imp act. of R a c i a l  I{~rtniony ~~~flrn r t q on A d m i n i s t r a t i v e
Act ion  Related to D i s c i p l i n e

S i g n i f i c a n t  E f fec t s  for Three Types

)(~~j abi 
- ~p~~~~~j p t  Fac to r i a l  Cov ari ~ince

Frequency of A r t i c l e  iSs none none none
by Company and Race

Fre que ncy of Adm i nistrati ve none none none
Discharges (Chp 5, 10, 13)
by Company and Race

M i l i t a r y  Pol ice  Reports-- non e none none
Apprehension Rates for
Serious Offenses
by Comp any and Race

M i1 it 3ry Police Reports—- not  appl y none not apply
Apprehension Rates for
A l l  Of fenses
ny C onn ipany onl y

a Rates of admin i s t r a t ive  action in each company were computed for each company .
The number of blacks in a company receiving an action was divided by the num ber
of blacks in that company . Rates were computed in the same way for whites and
Spanish.

bsplit plot analyses , using the design in Table 2, were computed . Main effects
in these analyses included Commander Training (A), First Sergeant Training (B),
Turnover (C), and Race (R) of recipient of the administrative action . Factorial
analyses of variance using the design in the upper part of Table 2 were computed
separa tel y for black , wh ite , and Spanish recipients also. A factorial analysis
was computed for MPR data (Al l Offenses). A covariance analysis was also computed
us i ng the factorial design shown in Table 2. The rate that blacks received the
administrative action was the dependent variable, adjusted by the white rate
as the covar i ate .
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Leaders’ Survey Results

Two months a f t e r  complet ion ot the t r a i n i n g  prog r ams , both t r a i n e d
and u n t ra i n e d  commanders and f i n  st sergeants  completed a survey t ha t
included the ques t ions  and scales Shown in Table 8 . The survey was de-
signed to measure t h e  impact ot  the training program on the relevant
race-related perceptions and attitudes of the commanders and first ser-
geants. Three—way factorial anal yses of variance , based on the design
shown in Table 2, were computed on each of the survey dependent varia-
bles shown in Table 8, sepan-atelv for the responses of both commanders
and first sergeants. The 1ndepen-ldent variables in these analyses in—
eluded Commander Training (A) , First Sergeant Training (B) , and Turnover
(C). When the dependent  variables were scales , scale scores were com-
puted by averaqing across all the items that were associated with a par-
ticular scale. Table 8 lists each of the effects that were statisticall y
significant beyond the p < .05 level.

In Table 8, analyses were computed twice on each of 24 dependent
variables , once for commanders ’ responses and again for first sergeants ’
responses. Seven F tests were made in each analysis , producing a total
of 336 F tests represented in Table 8. Of these 336 tests , 5% (approxi-
mately 17) would be expected to be significant on the basis of chance
alone. Actually, 16 of 336 tests that were made in Table 8 were sig-
nificant , which is close to that predicted to occur by chance. If the
significant effects shown in Table 8 were entirely due to chance , how-
ever , they should be fairly evenly distributed among each of the seven
terms in the anai”sis of variance design that was used . In Table 8 it
is apparent that three main  e f f e c t s  due to commanders ’ training were
significant beyond the p -

~ .05 level. Only one such effect would be
expected to be significant on the basis of chance alone .

Enlisted Soldiers’ Su~~~y Results

A random sample of enlisted men from each of the participat ing
companies comp leted a survey 2 months after the leaders ’ training courses
were completed . The sample was stratified by race so t ha t  black , white ,
and Hispanic enlisted men were sampled from each company . Since the
unit of ana lys i s  in the present experimental design is the company rather
than  the individual enlisted soldier , the responses of the e n l i s t ed sol-
diers within each company were averaged by race. In o ther  words , the
responses of the black , white , and Hispanic enlisted soldiers within
each company were averaged for  each dependent variable . These averaged
scores were then ana lyzed , u s ing  t he sp l i t — p l o t  design shown in Table 2.
When the dependent variables were scales , scale scores were computed by
averaging across all items that were associated with a particular scale ,
prior to averaging across enlisted soldiers of a given race within each
company.
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Table  8

impact of Raci al Harmony Trcti nlng on the Survey Responses
of Commanders and First Sergeants

Si g n i f i c a n t  E f f e c t s  ~or
-~~ Two Re~ppnse Cro ups

Surve y 
- 
Quest ions  

- - -- _~~ cp~~aQders F i r st sen -geant s

1. Are race relations seminars in your A none
company worthwhile?

2. Unit Discipline Scale A none
(12 i tems. See Appendix C.)

3. Race Relations Policies Scale for Companies A C , AxB
(Self-Rating on 5 i tems , See Appendix C.)

4. Does social discr imina tion exist in none BxC
your companiy?

5. On the average , how often do you attend AxB nonc~
rclCC relations seminars in you n - company?

6. Suppose we were at war , and your job BxC non e
~~t s  to t ake your present con pany into
a dançj~rous battle zone where t he chanc e
of each soldier surviving was 50/50 ( 5 0 - ) .
t -i ou ld the en l i s ted  men ( [ 1—4)  in your
present comp any fo l low the i r  company
con-dnander and first sergeant into this
battle zone if they knew ahead of time
that there was a 50/50 (50%) chance they
would be killed?

7. Suppose a typical enlisted man ([1-4) AxBxC b non e
in your unit was promoted into your job.
replacing you. Would he do your job
be tter th an you are do i ng i t now?

8. Suppose a typ ica l  en l i s t ed  mm (E l  -4) none
in your u n i t  was promoted in to  your j ob ,
rt ’p1 ac i ni q van .  Wou l d he do a better
j ob at  r - ~ t ’ r e l a t  ions than you are
do n j  f l L~a ?

9. in  ‘-~~ U , -  e-~~~ c~ v , how good a chance do none non e
h i  a ~ cii i i - . -I  i~~~; h i v e  for pro:’~et ion

-
~~ hi  -~- i r  q a . -~ ’ — ~ as c p ~nrc ~ o ~-ih i t c’

k ’!l is  
- n . - ’ n n
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Table 8 (continued )

Significant Effects ~or
Two Res pon se Grou ps

~~~~~y~Que st ions 
_______ 

Commanders First Sergeants

10. Equality (Value from 7-item Value Survey) none none

il. Hostility Scale (Leaders’ reactions to none none
b l ack enlisted men on 11 i tems ,
see Appendix C)

12. Hostility Scale (Leaders’ reac tions to none none
white  enl i sted men on 11 i tems ,
se e Appendix C)

13. Overall , do you feel that rac ial none none
problems exist in your unit?

14. About how many enlisted men were none none
promoted to grade [3 or to grade E4
within the last 8 weeks?

15. How many of the enl i sted men w ho we re non e non e - 
- -promoted to [3 or [4 in your company

in the last 8 weeks are minority soldiers?

16. Overa l l , how effective do you feel you none none
have been as a company comman der or
first sergeant in dealing with racial
probl ems in your un it ?

17. Do you hear Whites in your company none none
refer to Blacks as “nigger ” or “coon ?”

18. Do you hear Bl acks in your com pany non e none H
refe r to Wh i tes in such terms as
“honky ” or “ rabbi t?”

19. On the average , how long dø the race. none none
re la t ions  seminars in your company last?

20. W i t h i n  the last 8 weeks, how many race none no ne
relations seminars has the typical
enlisted man (El-4) attended in your
company ?

29

— —~~~~~~

— ______________



- — - .— ---- - —. —.,.- — — -
~ —.---—.- w- ~~~~~~ — ~~~- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

lable ~ ( .  a i t i n u e d )

Siqri i I i c a n t  E f f e c t s  ~or
— — 

1 ~;o Respon SP P !TOUP S —
Surv ’ , (~L cs t . i Or i  --~ Comm anders  F I rSt  Sergea nt s

2 1 . Do u n i t  1 eadci -~ ( I in. 1 LId i nq p1 at  oar none n one
sergeants )  try to u rn.  over the prob l ems
a nd c o m p l a i n t s  t ha t  e x i s t  in your
cu~n pany by t a l k  in q  w i t h  the en i  i stH
r-~eii ( 1 1— 4 ) ?

26. In VLrlIr compa ny,  a r e  the en l i s t e d  men h one none
( E l  - 4 )  w i l l i n g  to open up to th e
compa ny commander and fi is t serg eant
to le t  these leaders  know how they
reil ly feel?

23. I)a you feel your i n t e q r i  ty ha s been none none
ques t i - a n H  w i t h i n  th e  l a s t  8 wee ks

- so o:ia in i d t O  rel ~ t ions ?

24 . H a v e  von exper i en ce d  men t a l  con f l  Ic t none non e
ah~~at n- ace i -e l a t i o n s  w i t h i n  the List.
~~

~ r h - ~~- - wa y fac t o r i a l  an a l yses of v ar  i aiice (as shown in Table  2) i-:ere c o n p u  t ed
Sepal-a ~e v for con hIndei s ‘ and f i r s t  sei-qean t s ‘ responses . 1 he rca i n e I fec t s in
th ese  a n a l  v ses were 1 ih ~ 1ed Comm ander Ira i n i n q  ( A ) ;  F i r s t  Sergeant Tra I n i n ~ (8 );
and Tu rn e.-er ( C ) .  E~ i e c t s  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  beyond the p < .05 ) evel  ar e
shown .

hAl I m a i n  ef f e c t s  and i n t e r a c t i o n s  were s i qn i  f i c a n t  here, hut  all si gnificant
s wer e due to one very dc v i  t in t  mean in one ce l l  where the sample si :~e w as

N 1 , i.e., likel y a chanc e effect.
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The put pose ~ f the  s u r vey  t or  en i i  t e1 so hi ~ers was to  ~o-e whet  her
on not  I s r a ci a l  l i i i  m o r n v  t i i n n  n i t - i  p rog ram to t leaders had a beneficial
et feet on t he at t i t  udc~ and p er c e pt  ions of e n l i s t e d  sold j et -s  s u b o r d i n a t e
to these leaders • ar id to  set - w h et h e r  or not t h e  e t t ect of t h i s  t ia in i nq
was d i  t fe r e n t  t or  so Id i e n s  f rom d i  f fer e nt  i n c  i al groups . The s u r v e y
to t en It ~ t t~d so l d ie r  S contained many of t h e  s i n e  quest ions and s-ca I es
as t h e  s u r v ey  for the leaders. Table 9 l i s t s  t h e  ques t  ions  ar id  sca l e s
as w ell as the t f t t - c t s  t h a t  wet  e s ta t i s t  ic~n l l y s i - r i n i f i c ~~t t t  ht-yo :id the

p . I eve 1. St at i st cal  ly o r  g i t  i f  i can t  ef t ect S .1 re h i ~ t~d on lie
s pl i t — pl o t  design show n in Table  . w i t h  t h i s  d e sign  • the ef f e c t s  ot
t h e  t r a i n i n g  programs car t  be assumed to be similar (not si g n i f i c a n t ly
di f t er er t  t ) fot h i  ack , whit e , and H i sp an i c  e n l i s t e d  s o l d i e r s , i f  no s i - i  —

ni t i cant t i -a  in i ng  by i-ace i n t  er - s - t  ions  occur-rod - The ef t ec t s  of t he
t r a i n i n g  pr og r ant ; were  e x a m i n e d  o t - p a r a t  e i y  f or  each r ac i al gi-oup only
when Si  ~r n  1 t~ i Cd i t t  t ra rn i riq by race i r i t e  r~~c t ions o c c ur  r~-d

The r o s u  1 t o  ot  sp l i t  — p l o t  analyses on -~~~ dependent  variables ar e
showr ,  i n  Table ~) . As shown in  Table .~~ , each s p l i t — p l o t  ana l y si s  con-
tained 15 terms and , co r r s e g u e r i t  l y ,  15 F t e s t s .  Some 375 F tests w e r e
made w it b .~5 dependent  v a r i a b l e s . Some 5% , or approximatel y l’-~, of
t trese ~7S t cot  s won 1 d be expect  ed t o be significant on the  ba s i s  of
chance alone . Table - )  shows t hat  ~ 3 tests were  a c t u a l l y  s i g n  i f i c a n t  ,
w h i c h  is not f a r  from what  would be expected on t he  b a s i s  of chance .

However , it -h r a r i c e  alone were responsible , the siqnificant effects - 
-

should have L- een fairly evenly distributed across the 15 terms in the
model. Iris to~ d , more s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t s  for  Commander T ra in ing
( A )  and R a e  i R )  were  formed than  would have been expected on the
b as i s  of chance . Five significant main effects for commander t r a i n i ng
were found when a ppr ox i m a t e l y one would have been expected on the
basis  ot  chance , and six sign i ficant main  e f f e c t s  for z ace were found
when ~a r r  i n )  one would have been e x p e c ted  by chance .

Si—i ni fica ri t 
- 

E f fe c t s _ Due t o  Commanders ’ T r a i n i ng

T h e ’ r esu i t  from Tab leo S and ) i rid i cat e t h a t  t h e r e  wer e more s i- i —
n i t  i - - i t  ma in e ft oct duo to commanders ‘ t t a i  i ii  rig t han could have been

-
~~

- -  t ~-~i an the isis is of c h a n ce .  W i t  ii hot ii the leaders ’ and e n l i s t e d
* Id or sri r vev 1r t a , t h e r e  wet  e e i g h t  s ign  i f  i can t  m a i n  e f f e c t  s due t o
cornniarrdet Tra in i n n  (A)  , whe rea s  two or t h r e t ’ ma in e t t Oct  5 would  hav e
be~ r i e xpect  • -d by ch a n ce. A l so , n t t hese  e i g h t  si gri t f i cant e f f eet  s 0
commani ie r  t ra i i i  rr ~i were  due t o chance alone , t hen about ha i f  of t h e
d i t  i t  i ,- r s -cs  between moans should be in  a d i  n e c t  ion fa v or ab l e  t o  the
commander s ’ p r o q iam  and the ot m et- ha i t  in an un f av or i t -  Ic  d i  rect ion .
The o i g r i i f t - i l t  m a i n  et focI  due t o  Commander T r a i n i ng  ( A )  a r e  l i s te d
in Table  10 , w i t h  t h e  me ir i s  fo r  t h e  t r i  m e d  and u n t ra i n e d  qi-oup s and
t h e  as soc ia  ted F r a t  i os  . l i b  10 10 shows t hat all t h e  s i g n  i f  i cant di  f —
f er e ’ncerr due to Commander T r a i n  i n q  w e r c  i n  a d i i  ~ ct ion f a v o r a b le  t o
t h i s  i a  in  ing progr-am , a t esu It  r o t  l i k e  lv due t o  chance .
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Table  9

Impact of Leaders ’ Racial Harmony Training on the Survey

Respon s es of Enhsted Sol d i e r s  -~ 
-

Survey Quest ions S~~~ L f i c a n L E f f e c t s a 
-

1. Are race relations seminars in your company A
wo r t h w h i l e ?

2. Is your company commander e f f ec t i ve  in l e ad ing  A
rac e re la t i ons seminars?

3. H o s t i l i t y  Scale ( E n l i s t e d  soldiers  reac t ions  A , AxBxC
to conn~ander on 11 i tems. See Appendix C). 9

4. Suppose we were at war and your present company A , C , AxB
cor~c~ nder and first sergeant had the job of
taking your company into a dangerous battle zone
wh~ ce the ch ance  of each so ld ie r  s u r v i v i n g  was
50/50 (50~ ) .  Would you fo l low your company
co’- :and er  and f i r s t  sergeant  i n t o  t h i s  b a t t l e
z one i f  y ou kne w ahead of t ime t ha t t here was
a 50/50 (50 . ) chance that  you would be k i l l e d ?

5. Suppose you were promoted into  your company A , R
co -- a nder ’ s job rep lac ing  h im.  Woul d you do
his job better  than he is doin g  i t  now?

6. In your company, how good a chance do black B , R
enlisted nen have for promotion to hig her
grades as compared to white enlisted men?

7. Race Relations Policies Scale for companies Bb , c , R
(Enlisted soldiers :va luation of commander
on 5 items. See Appendix C).

8. Suppose you were promoted into your company R
comman ier - ’ s job replacing him. Would you do
a be t te r  job at race relations than he is
do i n g  now? 

-

9. Suppose you were promoted in to  your f i r s t  - 

R
ser - q eo n t  ‘s j ob r e p l a c i n g  him. Would you do
h i s  job better thorn he is doing it now?
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Table 9 ( con t inued )

Suty~y Questions______ _____  ______  
Si~~ificant Effectsa

10. E qua l i t y  (Va lue  from 7- i tem Value  Survey) R

11. Is your first sergeant effective in leadin g AxR , BxR C ,
race relat ions s emi nar s ? AxCxR

12. Race Relations Policies Scale for companies CxR
(Enlisted soldiers eva l uation of first sergeant
on 5 items. See Appendix C).

13. Overall , do you f eel that rac ial pro blems ex ist AxC
in your unit?

14. Suppose you were promoted into your first sergeant’s AxBx C~Rjob replacing him. Would you do a better job at race
relations than he is doing now?

15. Over al l , how effective do you think your company none
commander has been in dealing with racial problems
in your unit?

16. Overall , how effective do you feel your first none
sergeant has been in dealing with racial problems
in your unit?

17. Do you hear whi tes in your compan y ref er to none
Blacks as “ rli gger ’ or “ coon?”

18. Do you hear Blacks in  your company refer to none
Whites  in such terms as ‘thonky ” or “ ra bbit? ”

i’~. On the average , how long do the race re la t ions  none
sem i nars in your com pany last ?

20. Wi th i n the last e ig ht weeks , how many race none
relations seminars have you attended in your
company?

2 1. Do u n i t  leaders ( i n c l u d i n g  platoon sergeants) none
try to uncover the probl ems and compla in ts  tha t
exist in your compan y by t a l k i n g  wi th  the en l i sted
men (El-4)?
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loble ~) (tou t inn u ed )

Sirv y Q u - ~iions - - - Si t u fic an t E f f e c t ~a

2.’. Ar e you w i l l i n g  to open up to the C of l i p ann y  non e
conrtr ;smnder and fi rst sen-qeoun t to let them
know hOW you ita lly f e e l  ?

23. Does rac i a) di sr rim i nat ion exist in your none
company?

24. Hostility Scale (Fnl i s t ed  so ld i er s  r ea c t i o n s  none
to f i r s t  so rye n n t on 11 i tennis - See A ppendix  C) .

25. U n i t  D isc  i p1 inc Sca 1 e (1? i te nn is . See A ppendix C). none

a5 i qu if i cant  e f f e c t s  are based on the spl i i  — 1) 1 ot (repeated—measures) design
Shown i f l  Table 2, with four trio in e f f e c t s .  The tri o in  e f f e c t s  i nn  these an a l yse s
W; ’i 1 abel ed Commander Troini nq (A); f:j rs t Ser qoont T n-a i n i n g  ( B )  ; lurnover (C)
and Race of the en i i s ted soldier s (H) . Ra c e was trea ted as the repea ted—
tne.tstint-s fac t or . I f f e c  t s s t a t  i st  ira ) ly ci qn I fic ant b ey on d t h e  p < .05 level
E U t  shown

his of b c  t was just under the 1 oval requ I red for si gun It icance with a l l
enn l  i st e d  mot i  in a sp i it —p lot analysis . Iloweve,- , this effect was s t a t  i s t i c a l  ly
s i gn i  t i c on i t  for ’ b l a ck  e n l i s t e d  unio n in a three—way , fac to r i a l  a n a l y s i s .

I he in teract  ions  of the train I nq e f f e c t s  A and B with race R , indi cate that
tha o ft acts of t r a i n i n g  were cli f f em - ent  for the three  r a c i a l  gi-oups. Separate
three—way ana lyses  of va r i ance  were com put ed for b l a c k ,  wh i te , and Spanish
ciii i ~teiI IIL ’ni to i d e n t i f y  the se di f f t r e n t  t r a i n i n g  e f fec t s .  Th o se  analyses ,
Showed the t r a i n i n g  e f f e c t s  A and B to be s i g n i f i c a n t  only  for Spa n i sh  e n l i s t e d
so ld i er s .
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l a b f e  1(1
St a t i s ti t il ly S i qn i  f i c a n t  £-ta j ni [ 1 1  ‘ t s  f o r  Co nrinrotinfe r

, inti  I j r - - b  Ser q e a n i t  i r a i n n i n t i

- 
Resp onse R , nnm y ~ Me an fles p oni sec

Sur v t ’y Que st  i F ,m v or a b l  e 
- 
tin favorahl 0 Tr,i i nod t i n t  r i  I r in d F ( 1 .31)

ii L I  fec t c  to , - Ctcm~ nn 1e-r ira in i m g  (it ) ba sod on Conn,nrandors ‘ Survey Respon ses 
—

An t’ race i - c l o t  ion . s e m i n a r s  8 6.6 5. 3 4.35k
in your con i rp any  wor t h wh i It ’ ?

2. U n i t - D i s c i p l i t i t ’  Scale 8 1 5 .9 4.9 l0 l2~~
3. P~oc~ R e l r t i n n ~ Puf  I c  i t s  Scale 8 1 7 .6çSei f r a t i o n s )

M o i , m  I t - ~ t s t~~n Ce~ - ii t in der Tm -a imn i mny (A) based cii Er r ) i — i  ed So l d i e r s ’ Sut -voy F~e sj ~~’ n 1 - _ . - s

4. tri o n i t ’ rel atio ns s, I:in r nars 8 1 4_ U 3. ’
in yanir n- _ ni~~n rn y  n-n i t  t h- .~h l i t - ?

5 . 1- , y ou r ’  co~; j n i n v  c~~n -  n i n n t ~’r 6 1 3~~i 1 .0  4 6 - ~’
t i  t~~ t lye i i i  t e n  m i m e  n o c
n-el n t 1tmm1 ~ sn-nnirn nr ?

C- . k m - b II ity S cam’ (i h i  r s t t d  I 4 . 11 4 4.  -~~~~~

501 d i ors ‘ reac t i un t o  their
c o - n o n n n d e r )

7. Wo n )  d you lo l l ow your  8 1 5 - 5 4, 7 4. 1) ~leader-s in to a d n i n q e r on i
h i t  b i t -  m ine  if Y Ou kne w
~r t i r ~~d of t nine t f i a t t her e  8 wil l i oily Ccl ow
was a 50 - in ice t h a t  you 1 m- i f i n - n t o  t e l  low
n- n n u l I tic k i i  l ed  ( Se n  i t  all
T a b l e  ~l fun— ~~~~ t n;on d ii~~

I ~ u - : i ’  n~ mt ~~t i n to ts~ n l t i  ~; n - o t ’ i h 1 y  &Inr  ~ I , . - - —

y in - u r n - n  ‘- ioh . waun  i d  - -- 
- - 1 - ouch t n -  t e n  t I r a n  in i n nyou r ( ( 1  f u n ’  jo b h u t t i  I h o r n  .1 t i - -  ~n n ’  as  him

- - , n h n  n q  t ( -  -
- - 5 i -n-n Ii u - no - — n I In nm ri mii i

t el  e 0 t o n  n - ’  t n t  t - ; ’ i - J  i nuq ) —
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Table 10 (continued)

_~~~~ p e _ _~~~~~~~po~~es_ 
- -

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~±L~i~~
Main Effects for F i r s t_Sergeant_T r a i n i n ~j~~~~ased on_E n l i s t e d  So ld i e r s ’ Surv ~~j ’~espo nse n

9. In your company , how good 5 = whites have a 3.5 3.2 4•4]*
a chance do black en l i s t ed  much be tter chance
men have for promotion to on the average
higher grades as compared 3 chances are equal
to white enlisted men? for blacks and whites

1 = blacks have a much
better chance on the
average

10. Race Rela t ions  Pol ic ies  8 1 4.4 5.1 4 ,20*
Scale (Black enlisted
soldiers evaluation of
conmim arucle r).

* p -: .05
** p, ’C .0l
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i

These resul ts ind icate tha t the commanders who had been trained
fel t that (a) race relations semin ars in their companies were more
worthwh ile , (b) discipline within their companies was better , and
C c) their own racial policies were more favorable, than did command-
ers who had not been trained . Enlisted men (E1-E4) subordinate to the
commanders who had been trained felt that race relations seminars in
their own companies were more worthwhile than did enlisted men who
were in companies led by untrained commanders.

In shor t, both commanders and enlisted soldiers agreed that race
relat ions seminar s were more worthwhile when the commander had received
training . Enlisted soldiers also felt that their commander was more
effective in leading race relations semi nars when the commander had
been trained than when he had not. Enlisted soldiers expressed less
hosti lity (and more posi tive feelings) toward commanders who had been
trained than toward those who had not and expressed a greater willing-
ness to follow their leaders into a dangerous battle zone when their
commanders had been trained rather than not trained . Enlisted men were
also as k~ d to estimate whether or not they could do a better job than
their commander at his job if they had the chance to do it. Enlisted
soldiers, on the average, felt their commander could do a better job
than they could when their commander had been trained , but felt they
could do a better job than their commander when he had not been trained .
In summary , the commanders ’ training program seems to have improved the
quality of race relations seminars , and improved the feelings that en-
listed soldiers had about their commanders.

Trai ning Ef fects Not Sign if ican t

Preliminary Evaluation of Commanders’ Program. In many cases, it
is as informative to point out what is not statistically significant
as it is to identify what is significant. In the preliminary evaluation
of the commanders ’ training program (Laszlo, McNeill , & Thomas, 1978),
enlisted soldiers rated trained commanders more favorably on the Racial
Policies Scale than untrained commanders. In the present evaluation ,
enlisted soldiers did itot rate trained commanders more favorably on the
Racial Policies Scale. In the preliminary evaluation , enlisted soldiers
rated the trained commanders as more effective in dealing with racial
problems , but in the present evaluation enlisted soldiers did not rate
the trained commanders as more effect ive in dealing with racial problems
(Question 15, Table 9). The results of the present evaluation experi-
ment are probably the more accurate- . The finding in the preliminary
evaluation that trained commanders wore- seen by subordinates as being
more effective and having better racial policies may have been due to
design problems rather than to the commanders ’ training program.
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Attendance at Race Relations Seminars. Although the commanders ’
training program did improve the quality of race relations seminars
(Question 1, Tables 8, 9, 10), unfortunately that training did not sig-
nificantly improve the frequency or the levels of attendance at these
seminars. An Army-wide analysis of the unit race relations training
program indicated a serious attendance problem at monthly seminars
(Hie tt & Nordlie , 1976) . By regu lation , every soldier should attend
a race relations seminar every month. In an Army-wide sample, 38% of
the soldiers surveyed had not attended a seminar within 2 months, which
indicates at least that many soldiers were not trained as frequ ently
as required by regulation . A similar result was found in the present
sample: 43% of the enlisted soldiers (El-E4) indicated that they had
not attended a seminar wi thin the last 2 months . Onl y 56% of the corn—
pan ies in the present sample had an average enl isted response in that
company indicating attendance at RAP seminars at a level of at least
once in the previous 2 months. The enlisted soldiers’ reports about
how frequently they attended race relations seminars contrasted dra-
matically with the commanders’ and f irst sergeants ’ reports about how
frequently enlisted men under them attended these seminars. In the
present study , all the commanders and first sergeants said the typical
enlisted man in their company had attended at least one race relation s
seminar in the prev ious 2 months (Question 20, Table 8). The average
response of commanders and f irst sergean ts indica ted soldiers attended
twice in the previous 2 months , as required by regulation .

First Sergeants’ Training Program. It is apparent from the re—
suits of the survey data shown in Tables 8 and 9 that the first ser-
geants ’ training program was not effective . Between two and three sig-
nif icant main ef fects due to First Sergeant Tra ining (B) would have
been expected in Tables 8 and 9 on the basis of chance alone , and in
fact two sign ificant main eff ects were found , as expected by chance.
The two significant main effects are listed at the bottom of Table 10.
An examination of the means for these two significant effects reveals
tha t the differences between means were in a direction unfavorable to
the f irst sergeants ’ program.

The commanders ’ racial policies looked less favorable to the en-
listed soldiers when the f i r st sergeants were tra ined than when they
were not. This result may be consistent with the high turnover (mar-
ginally significant) among some trained first sergeants-—who may have
said some unfavor able things about their commanders .

Also, black enlisted soldiers perceived greater racial discrimi—
nation in promotion opportun ities when f i rst sergean ts were trained - 

-

than when they were not. This negative result may be of par ticu lar
concern; feelings about discrimination in the area of promotions con-
stitute the one area in which past research has shown that large dif-
ferences exist between the perceptions of blacks and whites (Brown ,
Nordlie , & Thomas , 1977). Blacks per ceive a great deal of rac ial 
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d i sc r imina t ion  in promotions, an d w h i t e s  do not . The ‘ir eates t  r a c i a l
differences found in the present study concerned this same discrimina-
tion in promotions (see Question 4, Table 11). These two negative et-
fects  can best be interpreted as having been due to chance. However , - -

if an attempt were made at interpretation , the interpretation would
have to be unfavorable.

The reason for the lack of effectiveness in the first seioe ,itito ’
program becomes clearer on examination of the resultr~ ot Questions 21
and 22 in Tables 8 and 9. Commanders , first sergeants , and enlisted
soldiers all agree that trained first sergeants and their first—
line supervisors did not interview enlisted soldiers any more t h a n  un-
trained first sergeants and their first—line supervisors. All parties
also agreed that enlisted men were no more w i l l i n g  to open up to l o ade rs
(and tell about problems) in companies that had received training than
in companies that had not . It is apparent , from this and ot her  data ,
that most of the trained first sergeants did not actually conduct the
seminars that they were supposed to conduct w i t h  t he i r  f i r s t- l i n e  super-
visors (E5—E7) and w i t h  the i r  enl is ted soldiers  (El—E4 ) that would have
been necessary to implement COCAP the way it was supposed to have been
done.

Visua l aids were prepared for f i r s t  sergeants to conduct t1ie~ e kseminars and were placed in a central location . F’irst s o n q e a n u t o  who
actual ly conducted the seminars had to check the visual aids out from
this central location . From this and from conversat ions with first
serqeants it became apparent that only 3 of the 22 f i r s t  sergeants  who
received train~ing actually implemented COCAP by conducting the appropri-
ate seminars with their subordinates. The high turnover rate among
some of the trained first sergeants may have been partly due to the
first sergeants’ failure to actually implement ~hc COCAP program ao
they were supposed to do.

Racial  D i f f e r e n c e s

Table 9 clearly shows t ha t  more ric i .ul di fferencos in e n l i s t  ed
soldiers ’ survey responses were i dent  i I i ed than  wer e expect  ed on t lie
basis of chance. Six differences were i de nt i f ie d  ve r sus o n l y  one ox—
po~-t ed by chance . These six rae i ,i I di f ferences are listed in  Tab ii ’ 11
along with the mean ren ;ponm ;t’nn uni ~1 F’ at n on;.

The r a e  i a I di  f l e n  0n(~05 i do nt  j j e~I i n  Tab Ic I I  seem t o i rid i cat o
tha t  a higher leve l of cent I i  et eX t  st ed bet w~’etn t he I ow—r ,-mk rig b la~-k
enlisted men and their l -oml’ , n m u \ -  conriander (who was usnia 1 I - s- w h i t e )  t han
between the white en li st ed men n r n ~l t Iii ’ i t  c~~ninanide t . n r i  t h e  fi n st three
questions , black en l i s t e d  sold i Ot  0 m d i  cat t ’d t hey con Id do t he i t  1 ~‘a d —
ers ‘ jobs b e t t e r  than t he I eall, ’ u cout t d d~ t he n’ ohs t hemse 1 yes ; w h i t  t’o
and Hispanic;; felt thi n ; way le or t h a t i  b l a c k  , ‘ m n l  i~~t , ’d  n ;~~l d j , ’r n .  I t  a
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Table 11

Raci al Differences in Inlisted Solcljers ’
Survey R€~sponses

a

Response Range Mean Responses
Survey Quest i i  Favor le nfavor le Black Wh i to p~~j ç 

~~~~~
L4I

1. If you were promoted into I would probably do. .. 2.6 3.0 3.3 6.13**
your comnrrander ’s job would 

~~ ~, k ~~ ~~~, i,~you do his job better than muc e er an in
- . 3=the same as hi mhe ~s doing ~t? (See

Table 9 for exact wording.) z,-mucri worse nan n m

2. If you were promoted into I would probably do... 1.9 2.9 2.4 8.61***
your com m ander ’s job, wou l d 1- 

~ byou do a better job at race ;~
.rnucu etter trian tr im

relations than he is doing? e same as im

~See Table 9 for exact 
5=much worse than him

wording .)

3. If you ‘.-nen-e promoted into I would probably do ... 2.9 3.3 3.6 4~77*
you first . sergeant ’s job , -

~;ot m1 d you do his job better l~ much better than him

t h an  ke i s doing  it? (See 3~the same as him
- 5-much wcn se than himTabl e 9 for exact w o r d i n g . )

- In  your  co mm i p a ny ,  how good 5=Whi tes have a nnuch 3.8 2 .9  3.3 21 .
a chance do black enlisted better chance
men have for promotion to 3=Chances are equal for
h ighe r  grades as compared b lacks  and wh i t e s
to wh ite enlisted men? 1=Blacks have a much

better chance

5. Race Relations Policies 8 1 4.7 5.3 5.4 4.58k
Scale (Enlisted soldiers
e v a l u a t i o n  of commander . )

6. Equality (Value from 1 7 2.8 3.8 2.8 5.€0~
1-item Value Survey)

* p < .05
*~ p < .01

~~ 
p < .0(11

‘t ftn S i ~~It 1 i i c o r t  rn ’ n i r i  et foct’~ for Race (R) m-n ’re p resented  h c r - e.  The  l~ n~~- o t tc~ I.
hised on lie -~p~ it—plot d~”~ i qn sho~ntn i n  I ~n b I  ~‘ 2.
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subordinate fee ls that he can do his superior ’s job better than the
person in the job, it indicates conflict between the parties involved ;
it also indicates dissatisfaction in the subordinate group that feels
it can outperform the superior . The feeling among blacks that they
could out-perform their superiors was coupled with the feeling that
these superiors were discriminating against them in promotion oppor-
tunities (Question 4, Table 11). This is, again , indicative of a
higher level of conflict between blacks and their superiors than be-
tween whites and their superiors. Both blacks and Hispanics valued
Equality more than whites did (Question 6, Table 11). At the same
time , black enlisted soldiers felt commanders were less effective at
implementing practices leading to equality than did white or Hispanic
enlisted soldiers. This conclusion is based on the enlisted soldiers ’
evaluation of their commander on the Racial Policies Scale. I f  black
enlisted soldiers see their commander deviating from values that are
important to black soldiers (i.e., equality) more than white soldiers
see their commander deviating from important values , it once more in-
dicates racial conflict .

The commanders ’ training program may have reduced conflict between
commanders and subordinates in one sense , by increasing the enlisted
soldiers ’ estimates of how well their commander could perform his job
compared to how well they could do it themselves (see Question 8,
Table 10).

DISCUSSION

The results of the evaluation experiment indicated that neither
the commanders ’ nor the f irst sergeants ’ training programs influenced
the administration of military discipline (Article 15’s, administrative
discharges) or offense rates among soldiers (military police reports).
Neither training program influenced the leaders’ reactions to a black
trainee who was experiencing reading problems. The training programs
did not influence the results of this evaluation exercise. However ,
the survey data indicated that favorable results could be attributed
to the commanders ’ t r a i n i n g  program. Two months after training , com-
manders who had been trained felt that (a) race relations seminars in
their companies were more worthwhile , (b) discipline within their corn-
pan ies was better , and (c) their own racial policies were more favor-
able , than did commanders who had not been trained . Apparen tly the
trained commanders had taken some positive action in the are i of race
relations, since enlisted soldiers subordinate to the t ra i ned command—
ers noticed some positive changes.

Two months after training , enlisted soldiers subordinate to
trained commanders felt that (a) their commanders were more effective
in lead ing race relations semi nars and (b) race relations seminars in
their companies were more worthwhile than did enlisted soldiers who
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W e l t ’ under untrained commanders.  E n l i s t e d  soldiers subordinate to
t ra ined  commanders expressed less h o s t i l i t y  toward the i r  commanders
and expressed a greater willingness to fo l low their  leaders into a
dangerous  battle zone than did soldiers under untrained commanders.
l~inall y, enlisted soldiers under trained commanders were less likely
t o  t h i n k  they could do their commander ’s lob better t han  the commander
could himself. While these survey data indicated that some favorable
o f  t e c t s  could be at t r i b u ted  t o  the  commanders ’ t r a i n i n g  prog r am , the
same survey data indicated that no favorable effects could be attributed
to t h e  first sergeants ’ traininq program. In fact , the evidence indi-
ca ted  that the first sergeants had not actually conducted seminars with
their first—line supervisors (E5—E7) and enlisted soldiers (El—E4), as
they had been instructed to do, to implement the COCAP program .

The r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t i n g  the relative effectiveness of the two train—
inig programs are somewhat paradoxical in light of the trained leaders ’
initial reactions to their respective programs. At the conclusion of
the COCAP training , first sergeants ra t ed this t r a i n i n g  very favorably— —
as very interesting and worthwhile——and commanders r at e d  t h e i r  own
training program at the conclusion of training much less favorably.
It is c~~mnori practice to evaluate the effect iveness of t r a i n i n g  pro-
grams based on how f a v o r a b l y  the participants react  to the material.
11 this criterion were used to evaluate the r e l a t i v e  e f f e c t i ven e s s  of
the company commanders ’ and f i r s t  sergeants ’ training courses , then un-
qu es t i o n a b l y  the f i r s t  sergeants ’ course would  have been selected as
e f f e c t  ive , w h i l e  the  commanders ’ course would have l i k e l y  been scrapped
as un product ive .  However , the r e s u l t s  of the  ev a l u a tio n  exper iment
indicated that the  commanders ’ course had nt  least a modera te ly  f avo r—
able  impact on companies tha t  had trained commanders , but the first
sergeants ’ course did not have a t avorable impact on the  companies t h a t
had t ra ined  f i r s t  sergeants .  These r e s u l t s  i n d i c a te  t h a t  it cain be
dange rous  to eva lua te  the  eft e c t i ve n e s s  of a t r a i n i n g  program on the
basis ot  the sub jec t ive  reac t ions  of t h e  par t i c ip a n t s  alone , since
those reactions may not always correspond with the results of o ther
relevant evaluation data.

The p a rad o x i cal  result that the commanders ’ course proved to be
moderately e f f e c t i v e , in spite of t h e  fa c t  the commanders who received
tr ainirnq reacted somewhat unfavorably to the course , might hi’ explain-med
by t h e  following possibility. Commanders may have been motiva t ed to
improve t h e i r  per formance  in n aco r e l a t i o n s  by t i n e  i m p l i c i t  direct join
in  t he ~-ou rse for  commanders to examine  t h e i r  pr io r  i t  i es as we l l  as
t he i r  pert or mann ce in this area . This s e l f — e x a m i n a t i o n  may have pie—
v i  dod t he n n ei enna r v not ivat  ion ton St’ 1 t —  improvemen t i n n  t I n  is  a n e a  . �~ev— 

- 

-

e n  a I commander s ment ioned  that the eeoc so was  h r  qh lv  met i v a t  m g  .
Roke~ncli  ( 1 ) — ) has used a sd f—exam i n at  j o i n  appt  oa~- ln t o  p r o v i d e  met i v a —
t m o r n  I on d n a  lilt ’ l U  t he a r e a  o t n ace n e  1 a t  j oins .  t-:xl’t’ n i nne mn t a 1 sub oct s
would examine  the  p r i o r i t i e s  t hey placed or ; v a l t i en  l i k e  E q u a l i t y  ain~1
compare them w i t h act inn I pr i o n  i t  i o n ;  of a i len ;  n n a b  t o  r e f e n e n n ~-e qn-oup,
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with inconsist onc -ics between the subjects ’ own values and the values
n t  the des i rab le  re fe rence  group pointed out . Rokoach (1973) has noted
l o n n g — t  em favorable  change in value s and behavior as a r e s u l t  of the
s e i f — d i ss a t  i sf a c t i o n  generated by t i - m i s  sort of s e l f — e x a m i n a t i o n . The
commanders ’ t r ain  i i~si program may have i m p l i c i t  Iv provoked t h i s  sen t of
sd t — ex am in int  n o n ;  and motivat ion;  fo r  change . S e i f — ex a m i n a t  lo in of pr i  —

en i t  I O S , of corn iso , may not a lways be r l o a san i t  , and fo r- t m i  s n ean~or1
the commanders ’ react ion to the  coUn se j t n n e i f  may have 1)001; somewhat
un favorable

The r e s u l t  s of ti -me eva lua t i on  exper iment  i nil i cat  0 ti -mat ti -me com-
manders ’ program was only modestly e f f e c t  ive.  The program i t  se i t  has
much room for  improvement . The one area where  leaders and en I i  n ;t ~~
so id r e i s  nil rood t h a t  the  pr og ram was of f eet  i ye was in  improvi  rig t ire
q u a l i t y  of race r e l a t ions  seminars .  A per t ion of the  commanders ’ pr o-
gram focused on concrete ways t o  improve race r e l a t i on s s e m in a r s , in-
c lud ing  provid ing  commanders w i t h  s k i l l s  in ; l eading small group discus-
sions. Apparent iy th is  portion of t he  pr ogram that pr ey i~1ed commander s
w i t h  concrete , p rac t ical , - job—rela ted  ski  u s  was e t f e e t  iv e .  Ti-me com-
manders ’ program i t se l f  may riot have t augh t  en ough pn act  i cal s k i l l s  -
To be ef f e c t i v e  , a program may riced t e provide  prac t  i ca l j o b — n  e t at  ed
sk i l l s  as well as motivation . Motivat ion; w i t h o u t  the  s k i l l s  or t ech-
niques may not prove e f f e c t i v e .

I n ;  ne i ther  the  p r e s en t n o r  the pro 1 inn i n a  n -y oval  nm t ion ; en t he i-em —
mander s ‘ program did t h i s  program affect the adm i cmi st ra t  li-n; of di  Si ’ —

p line  , including Ar t  i d e  15’ s , d i  scham -ges  , e t c .  I t  problems an i SC i n
ti -me area of m i n o r i t y  m i l i t a r y  jus t  ice and d i s c i p l i n e , ar -md l e ad e r s h i p
t ra  in I nq is prey i de1l to  help handle t hose problems , t her; a t n-a i n  in ;g
course should  pr obab l y pr ey i ile l ea d e r s  w i t h  sped I Ic  

~~ 
ac t  t e a l  t ech—

niques and s k i  11 s ra the m -  than  deal trr q in  ~ie rnonai it ies. The a d m i r n  n
tr at  ion of m i l i t a r y  j u s t  ice  was b r i e f ly  dis cinssed in I he p n o s e  u t  ~-onr;— H
manders ‘ course , but or; ly i n  a very  genie n a  1 way .

In short , t n improve t h e  commanders ’ cour se , mor e pn ~~u i ’ t i cal  , n o b —
r e l a ted ski 1 is and t echr -t i  ques  may need t o he pr ey i~led . A l so , i t  met i —

vat ion for  improvement comes through so i t  —e x am i m a t  n o r ;  et pr i o n  i t  ies ‘
then perhaps f u t  tire cour ses corn Id t ok - nm S non e spec i t  id a  I l y ott t in - com-
manders ‘ actual  p r i o r i t i e s  , the ~w iou it 1 es t In -v  wont Id idea 11 v l i k e  t e
have , and the pm i or it i os of their sn ip e r  i o n s and st ibon d  i nat  es.

The paradox ; ca l  n -o sn n l t  t h a t  I he I i n s t  sen  -re n n i  s ‘ c e nt ;  so was  r iot
of  f e e t  ry e , even when t h e  t r a n  n e d  I i n s t  n;er ~re nur I s n n ’ai ed \ d  V I avon  at ’ l v  

- -

o the  course it not t , ml u hf be t’xi’ 1.i ;  ned by I .i~-k ot met n \ t n en or ; t lit’
fir st .  sergeants ’ pan t t o id i ta  i i  y nm - i ’  1 eii ;er ;t t he pr ogram . I t  became
apparent that only of t i-me .‘.‘ t n  a; nod t i i  s I u - n  ~m enn ; t a et n a  l i v  ~-o n n —
ducted COCAP seminars with t he i t  suhe id  t nat es as t iu’y were supposed 1 e
do. The lack of met ivat i onn ~iomons t r ~i I ed hert’ may h.rve beer ;  due i in  pan t
to the lack of self—ex .-rm iri ,-at j or; 1 t ’q i t l i  ~‘d of I i n  51 sen ~ieant  s t n . r n n ;ed
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w i t h  C~VAI  . 1-’ t 1 St  sen  ~i e a n n  1 s w e n t - i n ;  ni t n ne t  Oil to t ake the i n l e  of model
leaders , who i l l i l  nut  di  n ;cn i n it i a t e , a n s i  to n eat  n rn; leadership values
t h a t  most t i n  st se’ruie ’~i mn t s already strongly indorsed . Although this
procedure  may have made t irst ser  u i e a n r t s  t o o l  good , ar-md thus react favor—
ably t o  the course , i t  ma y trot have provided the necessary mot ivation

or t ii st s e rg ean t s  to make I he e l I  em t t o improve the it- companies. No
I ee l  i ngs ot so! f—exam m a t  i o n ;  or t e e  I r r u m s  ot so I f — ~i i  ssat is fact ion were
in v o l v e d . Rok each ( l’17 1) kids ne t  e~l t h a t  1 eol i n i g s  ot self—dissatisfaction;
were a ssoc r it  ed w i t h  nuot 1 v at  ion ;  t e ~ h a r ; q t ’ in  h i s  t -xper  iment  s .

Because ot this m o t i vat i on ;  problem and tu e t a ;  l u r e  of first ser—
gear;t s  t o  conduct seminars w i t h  subordinates , CL~.~J ~P cannot lie recom-
mended for implementation on a widen scale , at least as it  was imple—
meri t  oil in t h i s  eva I uat  ion ex p e r i m e n t  . Ci\ AI’ is a prog n-an; L b s  igne u l  to
s t r engthen  the cha in  ot command. S i nce  i t  deals w i t h  the  chair;  of com-
mand • it probably creates expectations among bot ii leaders and e n l i s t e d
s o l d i er s  a l i k e  tha t  so lu t ions  to compan y problems w i l l  f o l l o w  as a re-
sult 01 the p n e q i~ m nn . I t  the program is s ta r ted , u -rent  n ig posi t ive ex-
pect at rem ;s  , hut net  ~nct  ua lly  implemented ti -me way it should he , t hen
these posit rye expect at ions wi II probably not be real i :~ed , unfavorable
e t ft ’ct s may be produced , and t ine  resin it  may be wor se t lint; hay i nil no pro-
gram at a l l  . The nu t lion of COCAP (Tucker , l i )7 5 a)  noted  t i - mis  sor t  of
problem i n  t ho p lan i t  sel I ‘ The jut-m i en e nl i st  e~l man must be encour—
aged t 0 a c t  u~n 1 ly sun t a c o  h is  problems throuqi ;  t h e  c l -mn in ;  of command .
The n e  is at; nhe r e n t  danger  here; the  so ld  i o n  W i l l  expect  r e s u l t s .
Un t n y o r a b l e  e f f e c t s  at t r ihu t ed  t o the  f i t - s t  n ; o n u i t ’~n n ; t  5 , P l o u n r a m  cou ld
ho dine t o  pos i t  ive  expect  at ion s • c n e at  ed by the  p r o g  ram , t hat were t;ot
lii i f i l l e d  by first sergeants  implemen t i ns  t h e  proqram the  way i t  should
have been done .

‘i~ enty — tw o  companies were  i nvolved w i t h  C X’AP t r a i n i n g  at ti -me same
t ime , and with this mat-my companies it was riot p ossi bl e  for researcl;ers
to p l n y s  r~ -a I  l y m o n i t o r  the  act ivit ion; of a l l  these f i r s t  sergeants to
encourage t hem t o  comply and to h e l p  them . F r i - st s e r i r e an ;t s  did receive
a lot  t er from the  ~ ;i  ( t r a i n in g )  o f f i c e  d i r ec t i ng  them to im plement t h i s
trainir;q . Tucker ’s preliminary work with t h i s  program was do-ic w i t h
t o w  companies , rio more that; four at a time , allowing SFC Tucker to
monitor their activit ics and provide a s s is tan c e  as needed . COCAP might
ho sn i c c e s - n f n n l iy  implemented under conditions of close supei-vision , like
t i ;at  provided by Tucker wheii i t  was implemented  in the p r el  imina i -y ev a l u —
at i err s  Tucker -  , 1 °74 ) .

COCA!’ nna~- a lso  be u s e f u l  an ; a sel f—I -me  ip  t oel t e n  f n - s t  ser ge a n t
who a r e  a 1 ready met ivat e~l and have porn iss  tot ;  t o imp lenient a p r o gr a m
on t h i s  n at  t n t  e or ; ti -me ir  own , un de r s tand  i rig et ~‘ornn so the  ~i a m r q e r  s tha t
may be involved if they fail to t~~~’ 1 low t h r  o r i g I n  wit ii imp leme ’r -mt i rig th e
se -mi n a r i ;  and a n  I t e take action on t i-me feedback I h e y  r t ’i t ’ ; VI ’ Ir o n ;  t ho i n

; l n t ’ ui r i t  i n ; t I  Os.  n i ’c  i l t S, ’ t h e  i u 5CAI pr eg i mni ulu ’t ’S pr ~~’i i d e  a ~- u t  of c on n e r  e t ; ’
echn i p i  - ~i - ; k n. l i s  t or i r ;~ - n - en s ;  ug communi i -nt i or; lseI we en ;  sup ern  en S
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and subordinates , it may prove e f f ective for leaders who are already
motivated to implement a program of this nature. Several first ser-
geants actual ly  implemented the COCAP program the way it was supposed
to have been implemented , in the current project and in the preliminary
evaluations conducted by Tucker (1974). These first sergeants continued
to conduct COCAP seminars on an ongoing basis as long as 18 months after
they were introduced to the program , or as long as they were in their
companies , which indicates that COCAP had some utility for these lead-
ers who actually implemented it.

45

A 
• 

-
~ - ~~



REFERENCES

Bauer , R. G., Stout , R. L., & Holz , R. F. Developing a Conceptual and
Predictive Model of Discipline in the U.S. Army . ARI Research
Problem Review 76-5, September 1976.

Brown , 0. K., Nordlie , P. C., & Thomas , J. A. Changes in Black and
White Perceptions of the Army ’s Race Relations/Equal Opportunity
Program--1972 to 1974. ARI Technical Report TR-77-B3 , December
1977 .

Bryce , G. R., & Carter , M. W. MAD--The Analysis of Variance in Unbal-
anced Designs--A Software Package. In G. Bruckinann , F. Ferschl ,
& ‘

~~. Schmetterer (Eds.), Comstat 1974, Proceedings in Computational
Statist ics.  Vienna , Aust r i a :  Physica Verlag , ISBN 3 7908 0148 8,
1974.

Har t , R. J. The R e l a t i o n s h i p  Between Perceived O f f e n s e  and Actual Dis-
c ipli ne  Rates in the M i l i t a r y . ARI Research Memorandum 77-30 , - -

February 1978.

Hiet t , R. L . ,  & Nordlie , P. 0. An Analysis of the Unit Race Relations
Training Program in the U.S. Army : Interim Report. (Prepared
under contract for A rmy Research institute for the Behavioral and
Social Sciences.) McLean , Va.: Human Sciences Research , Inc.,
December 1976.

Laszlo, J. P . ,  McNei l l , J. L . ,  & Thomas , J. A. Racial Harmony Training
for Company Commanders: A Preliminary Evaluation. ARI Research
Problem Review 78—20, September 197-8.

Nie , N. H., Ha ll , C. H., Jenkins , J. G., Steinbrenner , K., & Bent , D. H.
SPSS: Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (2nd ed.).
New York : McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1975.

Rokeach , M. The Nature of Human Values. New York : The Free Press ,
1973.

Thomas , 3. A ., McNeill , J. L., & Laszlo, J. P. An Approach to Improv-
ing the Effectiveness of Army Commanders in Multi—Ethnic Settings.
ARI Research Problem Review 78—19 , September U78.

Tucker , 3. E. U.S. Army Garrison Yongsan Case Study : Lessons Learned
April 71—April 73. (Report prepared for Yongsan Army Command.)
Alexandria , Va.: U.S. Army Research Institute for t h e  Behavioral
and So c i al  Sciences , July 1973.—

~~~~~ -~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --- - -
~~
_ _ _

-17 -

PRIC~D1NQ PAQ~ )d~ ~~~~~~~~

- 

-~~ -~~-~~~-~~~ — -



- ~~~~~

-

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
- - -  -

Tucke r , d . F .  Ri llor t on-i t he  I n ves t  i get ion; and Reso I ut jolt o I R ac e  Re I a —

t ions Problems in Korea.  (I ’ n e ; r 1  n e d  I i  i n I l u nnanr Re 1.n I I i. r m n n ;  M an au ;c m c t n t
Work U n i t . )  Alexandr ia , Va. : U.S. Ar-my Rt s.-nrein I n e r t  i t i n t e  to t

the Beh a v i o r a l  arid Social Si • ier;i -onn , A p r i l  1 )  / - I .

Tucker , 3 . F .  Cha inn—of—Command Act ion I l i n t  (COCA ;’) : ‘- i n  - I So r ge a n;  I

Leadership Guide for Pos it i vt’ (Thai i m — e l — C o m m a t u l  Ma n ;~~- n e n n t - m n t  . ( P r o—

P~ 
rod fo r  Human ; Re lat i ons Ma nt aq onn e in t  Wor k Uni t t . ) A l e x a n t d n  a t , Vi .

U.S. Army Ren ;o. i rct i  t n s t  it mi te for tine Hehavi tin ni and - en I Sc t —

ences , September 11)7 ). ( a )

Tucker , 3. E . Cha in—of—Command  A c t i o n  Plan; (Cir CA! ’) : F’ i r n ;  I So r q e nn ;  I n ;
I e m u l e n s l ; i  p Guide t o r  Posi t  i Vt ’ (‘irain—of—Comnman;d Man;aqement —— I’ n 01; n am
of Inst ruction for Fi r s t — 1 i n i e  Superv i sor s  E 5—E 1 , and ton Lower En-
l i s t e d  Soldiers E l — E 4  - (Prepared fo r  Huma n R e l a t i o n s  M an a qe men nt
Work Urn i L . ) A l ex a n d r i a  • Va. : U.  S - Army Rost ’an u -i; I m t  I tu t .e  fo r
t lie Behavioral  and Social  Si - n  one- i - s  , Sept ember 1975. (h )

48

~— ~~~~~~~~~
- - . -~ _•.ilI~~~ 

-

~~~~~~~~~~~—-~~ L~~~ -- -~~~~~~~~~~ - -—~ 
- ____ --.- ~~~~~



APPENDIX A

COURSE OUTLINE FOR COMMANDERS ’ RACIAl . HARMONY
TRAININ G PROGRAM

Topic  
- -

I . In troduct i on

A. Background Information
B. Overv iew of Course
C. Ice Break er
D. Johari ’ s Win dow

II. Mex ican-Americans: History ; Life Styles; Current Status; Relations
to White Amer icans

III. Puerto R icans: Hi-story ; Life Styles; Current Status; Relations to
White Amer icans

IV . Black Americans: History ; Life Styles; Current Status ; Relations
to Wh ite Americans

V.  Common Stereotypes and Interpretat ions of the Behavior of Minority
Grou p Mem ber s

V I. Role Ex pectations Blacks and Whites Have for Each Other in Social
Rela tions and the Impact of Their Roles

V II . The Games Soldiers Play: Destructive Emotions and Gamesmanshi p as
Barriers to Effective Communication

V I I I .Sources of Individu al and Organizational Resistance to Change

IX . The Commander ’s Role in Groups Working Within the Unit to Improve
Race Relations

X . Approaches to Dealing with Racial Tension

XI. Detecting and Dealing with Racial Tension

XI I. Gu idelines for Improved Interpersonal Relations Betw een Membet’ s of
Major i t y an d Mino r i ty Grou ps

X III .Capital iz i ni Upon I,ntc’re ’- t Wi th in  the Unit in Dev el op inq a Race
Relations Program

-I
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APPENDIX A (continue d)

XIV . Understandi ng the Results of Surveys

XV . Small Group Discussion Leading Skills

A. The Coniniunication Process
B. The Role of Seminars in RR/EO Programs
C. Discussion Leading Techni ques
0. Discus s ion Leadi ng Tools

F

50

i ~~~~~~~~ —~~~~~ —— — ——



_ _ _ _

A P P E N D I X  B

CHAIN-OF --COMMAND ACTION PLAN (COCAP) LLSSON OUTLINES

A . Lesson Plan for First -l i ne Supervisors (F5-E7)

SUBJECT: Promoting Interpersonal Relations (F5-L7)

The purpose of these classes is to introduce front-line supervisors
to in terviewing techniques. The interview , as exp la ine d , is a means of
building in ter-personal relations along the chain of command by surfacing
troop dissatisfaction and channeli ng it upwards for solutio n .

The class must also make first -line military leaders aware of the
poor lea dershi p pract ices which  tr i gger tro op dissa t i sfact i on .

Discuss ion  Po i nts :

1 . The passing through individua l vs. the positive careerist; where do
you stan d ?

2. Differentiating between discrimin ation and prejudice.

3. rdent-i fyinq specific leadership deficiencies which trigger troop
dissa t i  sf a c t i on .

4. Identifying professional leadership tra~N.

5. The chain of command .

6. Why the chain of command is not used properly by the ju nior
enl i s ted  men .

7. Mana gerial interviewin g as a method of strengthening the chain of
cotiuiiand -

a . Manaqt’r ial interv iewing techniques

b. The need to mainta in trust.

c. Deal ing w i th  host i le behaviors through interviewing procedures .

d. Encouraging the soldier to USe the chain of command through
effective int erviewin g .

An hour of each (lass should hi’ devoted to pract l i-e interv V W 1 U n I .
Al low ‘.tudJnts f() p;.

~~ ice on tst ( h (nthe r ro le- p li v in q hostile at lit  ~dn ’’~
and heha vior-~ - Di  scu cs ion (if It ra~ t i c  m ’ ~ i t t ’r \‘ ) t ’tn~i should tnt ’ (‘IICOUr1IIR’ i
to share pract ical  expe r ience and pinpo int intl , t i k o s .

—
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Above all , each student will be required to interview three of
their personnel in grades El-E4, to gain proficiency in interviewing and
to surface actual problems . Two weeks should be allowed for accomplishing
this . After this period , the First Sergeant will hold NCO meetings with
the participating students to evaluate the success of the project.
Problems uncovered during the project which could not be handled by
first-line leaders should be discussed and solutions recommended and/or
tried out . This action is the essential part of the Chain-Of-Command
Action Plan (COCAP). It must be emphasized that the COCAP is not just a
series of seminars; it is the unit’ s action plan for strengthening the
chain of command .

B. Lesson Plan for Enlisted Soldiers (El-E4)

SUBJECT: Promoting Interpersonal Relations (El-E4)

The purpose of the El-E4 semi nars is to encourage the l ower ranking
enlisted soldier to use the chain of command properly. This is accomplished
mostly by explaining the dual nature of the chain of command , directives
and policies coming down and feedback going up (chain of response). The
l ower ranking enlisted soldier is at the top of this “chain of response”
and is therefore the solution to many of his problems .

At the same time, the seminar wi l l  promote self help , where appro-
priate , and responsibility . This is accomplished by surfacing sample
problems from the group and showing how they can be channel ed through
the chain of command for solution. In dealing with hostile attitudes
from the group, or bitterness toward supervisors , it should be emphasized
that their cooperation is essential for makin g the program work. Past
experience and inadequacies should be forgotten ; a fresh start should be
made.

Discussion Points:

1. The passing through individual vs the positive careerist; where do
you stand?

2. Differentiating prejudice and discrimination.

3. Identifying specific leadership deficiencies and discriminatory
acts .

4. Identify ing professional leadership traits .

5. Why the chain of command is misused or distrusted by the junior
enlisted soldier .

6. The chain of response.
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7. I-low the ch a i n  of command can help the soldier ,

a . surf acing dissat isfact ions ,

b. handling complaints ,

c. assisting the soldier in realizing his maximum potential.

8. The role of the soldier in attaining and ma intaining good-interpersonal
relations within his unit.

9. Using the chain of command to improve interpersonal relations with
m i l i t a r y  leaders.

At least an hour should be spent in surfacing actual dissatisfaction
and complaints. It must be demonstrated clearly how these problems can
be channeled through the chain of command . The junior enlisted soldier
must then be encouraged to ac tua l l y surface his problems through the
chain of command . There is an inherent danger here; the soldier wi l l
expect results . It must be explained tha t solutions to problems must be
negotiated to everyone’s advantage .
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APPENDIX C

SURVEY RAT ING SCALES

Section I. Racial Policies Scale

A. Scale for Enlisted Soldiers

Answer the following questions by CIRCLING A NUMBER FOR EACH QUESTION .
(Note : Questions 1 and 4 were reverse coded , so that a h igh num ber on
the scale reflected favorable racial policies.)

1. Does your (company commander , first sergeant) allow language in
your company that some people f ind rac ia l ly  offens i ve?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Very frequently

2. Does your (company commander , first sergeant) emphasize to everyone
i n your un it a pol icy of treatin g each in di vi dual equall y and
fa i rl y?

Very rnuch 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Not at all

3, Does your (company commander , first sergeant) encourage enlisted
men and off icers to partic ipate activel y in race r elat ions seminars
or councils?

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Very much

4. Does your (company commander , first sergeant) feel uncomfortable
talk ing about racial issues and wait for others to bring up the
subject before ta lk in g about racial issues?

Very much 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Not at all

5. Does your (company commander, first sergeant) encourage everyone
in the unit to discuss complaints of on- and off-post discrimination
with him?

Not at al l  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Very much

B. Scale for Unit Leaders

1. Do you allow l anguage in your company that some people find
racially offensive?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Very frequently

2. Do you emphasize to everyone in your unit a pol i cy of treating
each ind ividual equally and fairly?

Very much 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Not at all
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APPENDIX C (continued )

3. Do you encourage all enlisted men and officers to participate
actively in race relations seminars or councils?

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Very much

4. Do you feel uncomfortable talking about racial issues and wait for
others to bring the subject up before talking about racial issues?

Very much 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Not at all

5. Do you encourage everyone in the unit to discuss complaints of
0n and off-post aTicrimination with you?

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Very much

Section II. Hostility Scale

A. Scale for Enlisted Soldiers

Think about the behavior of your (company commander, first sergeant).
What does his behavior make you feel like doing to him?

He makes me want to .

Trust him 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Suspect him

Honor him 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Dishonor him

Punish him 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Reward him

Avoid him 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Approach him

Save him 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 )iscredit him

Discharge him from 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Retain him in
the Army the Army

Disobey h i m 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Obey hi m

Love him 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Hate him

Increase his 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Reduce his
authority authority

Controi him 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Free him

Get angry at him 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Not get angry
at him
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APPENDIX C (continued)

B. Scale for Unit Leaders

Think about the behavior of the (black, white ) enlisted men in your
company. What does their behavior make you feel like doing to them?

They make me want to

Trust them 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Suspect them

Honor them 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Dishonor them

Punish them 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Reward them

Avoid them 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Approach them

Save them 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Discredit them

Discharge them 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Retain them
from the Army in the Army

Disobey them 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Obey them

Love them 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Hate them

Increase their 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Reduce their
authority authori ty

Control them 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Free them

Get angry at them 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Not get angry
at them

Section III . Unit Discipl i ne Scale

Please indicate hciw often members of your company display the following
kinds of behavior. (CIRCLE A NUMBER) (Note: Questions 3,4,6,9,11 ,12
were reverse coded , so. that a high number on the scale reflected good
discipline.)

1. Do members of your company process paperwork in an efficient manner?

All the time 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Never

2. Do members of your company show up on time?

All the time 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Never
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APPENDIX C (continued )

3. Do members of your company fail to work together as a team?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 All the time

4. Do m embers of your company disp ta y disorderly conduct off-post?

Al l the time 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Never

5. Do members of your company cooperate with each other?

All the time 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Never

6. Do members of your company sit around on duty hours doing nothing?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 All the time

7. Do members of your company keep living and working areas in clean
and orderly condition?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 All the time

8. Do members of your company get the job done right without needing
direct supervision?

Al l the time 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Never

9 Do members of your company maintain a low level of combat
readiness?

All the time 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Never

10. Do members of your company do high quality work?

All the time 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Never

II. Do membersof your company fail to maintain and properly wear
their uniforms?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 All the time

12. Do members of your company do just enough work to get by?

Al l the time 8 7 6 5 4 3 ? 1 Never
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